2 1 5¹⁹¹ 1 E ad HUMAN. 


NATURE: 8 


. Vnated in the 


Perſor a of JESUS CHRIST. 


| 45 Sy : Whereow'i 18 laid 


T hs Foundation for his receiving ring 


"ATTRIBUTIONS. 
Demonſtrated by Scripture, - and no Was re- 
th pugnant to Sound Reaſon; .- 


| In a calm Defence of an Examination of William "WO 
fields Principles, with Regard to the Conception and 


Miſſion of Feſus Chriſt, publiſh'd by him as the Faith of + 


a true Chrilbian, and the e Quakers Faith. 


. 


8 c ů 


„—— 4 


By HENTON BROWN. 


% 
# os * SF a 


o - - » l l 8 
l 6 ' G - * * a "TY * * 
I" , a a 1 * 7 


a. | . 9 of 
\ % 10 | . 
. . „ 
1 * 8 
— : . 1 4 G 
- wy 4 . 
| C * | c 3 „ * PR \ : wy. N 
7 . L * * 
MA; n een d T 6 < + * y % 
by +4 S 4 — . G " 
£4 RE © ana © 3 , | 
- ** 7 = C = „ ao = N v 
d- +. 75 * 1 1 \ w S 
= "4 


—T_ — N — — 3 * _ 4 
- N : * . 4 U * — 


1 Joh. v. 20. 
- given us an Underſtanding, that wo may: know him that in true: 
And we are in him that is true, even in his Son Tg OE This 
is the true God and eternal Life. 


Rer. xxii. 16. J Feſus have ſent mine Angel to 7015 into you theſe | 
Things in the Churcbes ; I am the Root and the O "prin of David, 


and the ** and Morwing Star. 
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Aud we know that the Sen of God is come, and hath 
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PREFACE. 


Chriſtian Reader, 6 
robe H I love not tedious Pream- 

ö Bl bles, which often times tire the Reuder's 

Patience at the firſt ſetting out, yet 1 find 


thi 45 Preface ſomewhat longer than I am inclin d 
10 do. ; | | 

| Know then, that ſometime fince a Pamphlet was 
publiſhed, under the ſpecious Title of the Faith of 
a true Chriſtian, and the primitive Quakers 
Faith, ſubſcribed by William Bromfield, in 
which he endeavoured to impoſe a Faith upon the 
People called Quakers, by infinuating, that the 
Doctrine concerning Jeſus Chriſt, he therein had 
publiſh'd, was the Faith of the primitive Quakers. 


Which Doctrine was, that Jeſus Chriſt (who Juf= 


Jered for the Redemption of Mankind) was only the 
real Son of Joleph and Mary, was conceived 
by the common aud natural Act of Generation be- 


teen them; that he was only a Prophet like unto ' 


Moſes, influenc'd by the Spirit of God; and that 
| 1 WY be 


it neceſſary for thy Information, to make 
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Die PREFACE... 4 
he was no otherwiſe the Son of God, than as he 


© was conceived by the Prediction of the Holy Ghoſt, 
4 was Abraham's Son Iſaac. 
Upon reading ſuch erroneous and unſcriptural 


Principles, which denied in ſo groſs a Manney the 


Divinity of Chriſt Jeſus, and which ſo evidently 
ſubvert the Doctrine of the Scriptures, ſap the 


Foundation of the Chriſtian Religion, deſtroy the 
End of his Death and Sufferings, diſſipate our 
Hopes of ſo glorious a Sacrifice, diſpel our Belief of 
fo gracious an Advocate, and, in fine, conſtitute 
him only as a Man ſuffering as an Example of 


. Humility to the Will of God. 


I ſay, upon reading ſuch pernicious Principles, a 


godly Zeal raiſed in my Mind a Deteſtation and 
« Abhorrence there“; and alſo knowing right well 


his Infinuation, that it was the primitive Quakers 
Faith, was abſolutely unjuſt, I reſolved in Purſu- 
ance of an Obligation which I thought my Duty, 
briefly to review the Authority he brought for the 
Support of them, and alſo ſhew his Unfairneſs to 
impoſe a Faith upon a People who had not given 


any Inſtances of their holding ſuch Principles which | 
tend to the Subverſion of the Chriſtian Faith, which 


Book I entitled, An Examination of I7iliam 
Bromfield's Principles, with Regard to the Cons 
ception and Mithon of Jeſus Chriſt. 

And although I uſed him with good Manners 


and Modeſty, ſuitable to the Solidity of the Debate, 
and with ſtrict Juſtice, with Reſpect to the particu- 
lar Matters I quoted from his Pamphlet, for the 
Truth of which, I appeal to thoſe judicious Per- 
ons who have read his Book, and my Exami- 
nation; | | 


Tet 


\ 


die PREFACE. © 
et, this William Bromfield, my Adverſary, 
bath publiſÞd a Reply to my Examination, in 


which he hath done me much Injuſtice, by endea- 


' eonring to ſtamp thoſe odious Characters upon me, 
which no Demerit of mine to him hath ever de- 
I cannot help thinking, That that Reader who 
reads truly for Information, and a right Under- 
ſtanding of the Difference between contending Par- 


ties, will come to this Concluſion, That William 


Bromfield hath uſed me in ſuch a Manner, as 
very much unbecomes the Seriouſneſs of the Subject, 
and the Gravity of his Tears 
For as he begins in his Preface, ſo diverſly in 
the other Parts of his Book, doth he charge me with 
Lying, falſe Charges, calumnious Reports, 
falſe Quotations, wrong Repreſentations; with 
Idolatry, and Blaſphemy in the higheſt ; that 
I ͤam the Champion of Antichriſt, of the 
Apoſtates, - and Babyloniſh Prieſts; that my 


Tongue is no Slander, and full of deadly 


Poiſon ; with many other ſcandalous and unjuſt 
| Infinuations, of which I am entirely innocent, and 
hope to make it fully appear to the Judicious, in the 
ſubſequent Matters of this Defence. 


It is an Argument of the Badneſs of a Man's 


Cauſe, when he ſhall with Inveteracy be led to per- 
ſonal Reflections; but ſuch never is an Ornament 
to a wiſe Man, or a Chriſtian : Meekneſs, Gen- 
tleneſs, and mild Arguments, are the beſt Means 
to overcome an Adverſary, and may ſooner reduce 
him to our Way of Thinking. And if I were to 


follow the Example of my Opponent, I doubt har 


he is conſcious I might find Matter ſufficient to re- 
turn at him in the ſame Manner; but as I judge 
| e 
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dicatien of the Hotneſs of a Man's Head, then it 


6 Th PREFACE. 


gious ones, ſo I ſhall wave it. Had Wm. Bromfield 


' + purſued this Path, it would have added more Ho- 


nour to his Age and his Undertaking. But the con- 


trary is Jo obvious in his Reply, and built upon ſuch 


falſe Foundations, that the judicious Reader would 
find on Examination, that his own Evidence would 
be ſufficient to convitt him; nor ſhould I have 
made any Rejoinder to my Examination on that 
Score; but that his freſh Attacks upon the Chriſtian 


Doctrine made it neceſſary, and at the ſame time 
gives me an Opportunity of clearing my ſelf from 


his malicious Aſperſions. | 
Although there doth not appear to me to be any 


Better Proofs brought by him for the Defence of his 


Doctrine, than in his former Book, nor hath he ju- 
diciouſly coufidered any one Teſtimony of our primi- 
tive Friends, brought by me to evince their Faith, 
nor fairly reviewed one -Scirpture Authority, nor 


_ anſwered one Argument of mine in his whole Book; 


but contains a Rhapſody of Words, for which he 


| © ſeems not to have any regular Ideas, a promiſcuous 


Crowd of Charges, for which he hath no Foun- 


dation, a mere Heap of Inconfiſtency to amuſe the © 


Credulous, and infinuate himſelf into the Favour 
of the Unwary, and others who are prejudic'd againſt 


the Perſons and Principles of the People called Qua- 


kers. 
In Oppoſition, therefore, to this Invective Reply of 
William Bomfield's, 7 offer this calm Defence of 
my Examination, that the World may ſee whether - 
I have given him the Occaſion in ſo heated a Hu- 
mour to ſay, he was obliged to detect this hot- 
headed Boy. But if Paſſion and Raillery be In- 


will 


N. PREFACK 1 
will not he unfair to conclude, that he who is moſt 
in the Prattice theresf, is the moſt hot- headed; and 
if I have but common Impartiality allow'd' me, 1 
am. ſatisfied that this Epithet which he deſigned for 
mne, muſt be hung over: his own. Head; and then 
Judge which is moſt diſhonourable, a hot-headed Boy,, 
or a hot-headed old Man, | g | 
But however, as much as he ſuppoſes me a: Bey 
in this Page, my: Age in Life with him is ſoon al- 
ter d; for in a. Page oi two following, Jam grown: 
from a Boy. to a Man; which is. ftrauge, unleſs 
William Bromfield had made a greater Diſtance 
of. Time in the Writing thoſe Pages than it can be 
ſt poſed he did, which ſeems not to be the Effet 
d cou. ; | 
And notwithſtauding he hath given me very juſt 
Occaſion, . as well. as. Opportunity, to expoſe his Meak- 
neſs" and Folly, as well as his repeated Contra- 
ditions, yet I defire. not to be like. him, bitter and 
envious, hut modeſt and impartial, and. therefore 
Pall confider his Reply with Calmneſs and Temper, 
intending. this Defence: more for the Information 
of thoſe into whoſe Hands this may come, than to 
Humour William Bromfield in an Anſwer 10 his 
filly. Pamphlet. | 
I cannot well omit taking Notice, (of that Part 
of his Preface concerning. my Application to the. 
Meeting for Approbation of my Books) that I cannot 
ſee it any Scandal to a. Profeſſion, for: any Member 
to publiſh a Vindication. of his Principles agaiuſt 
the Infinuation of an Adverſary, although he may 
not have the Conſent of the Meeting, who is ſup- 
poſed to have an Authority to approve or di ſap- 
prove ſuch an Undertaking : For J afſert it as- 
much the Right of every particulſi Member to write 
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3 Th PREFACE. 
in Vindication of his Principles, as any ſeleft Body 


whatſoever ; his Principles are his Property, the 


' which he hath an indubitable Right to defend, 
provided he clears the Society from any Imputation 
on that Account, which in my Preface is evident 


I did. But if I had preſumd to publiſh any 
Syſtem, as the Faith of a Society, without their 
Knowledge and Conſent, and had ſent it into the 
World as their Adt, as William Bromfield hath 
done, then indeed I might juſtly have been charg'd 
with acting contrary to common Juſtice, and ſo 
have been a Scandal to any religious Profeſſion. 
hall not take any Notice of what he offers in 
his Preface as Proofs for his Doctrine, he having 


No many Times repeated the ſame, or to the like Pur- 


poſe, in ſeveral other Parts of his Rook, and is ſo 
Full of Tautoligies and Repetitions, that of Neceſſity 
TI muſt be obliged to reduce the Debate to ſome Or- 
der, or it may be difficult for the Reader to form a 
Judgment; and this I ſhall do without any Injuſtice 
to him or his Cauſe. n 

The particular Matters in bis Book which 1 op- 
poſed, were, ER 1 W 

Firſt, That the Faith he therein had publiſhed, 
with Regard to the Conception of Jeſus Chriſt, was 
the Faith of the primitive Quakers. 55 

Secondly, His Doctrine concerning Jeſus Chriſt, 
and his Arguments to enforce it. 


Thirdly, His Teſtimony againſt the Apoſtate 


Ouaker. 


To the firſt I producd divers Teſtimonies of our 
primitive Friends, which manifeſted their Belief of 
the miraculous Conception and Divinity of Jeſus 

„ Chriſt 


The PREFACE. 5 


Chrift, and fully cleared them from holding his 
Doctrine in that Reſpett. 


To the Second, I produced undeniable Texts of 


Scripture to prove he was Conceived by the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt,” and that he was THE SON OF GoD, 
THE ONLY BEGOT TEN OF THE Fa- 
THER. N "ys 
| To the Third, I made ſome juſt and neceſſary 
Remarks, and reſcued the honeſt unhappy Sufferers 
in the South-Sea from his invidious Reflections. 

But inſtead of keeping to the Laws of Reaſons 
ing, he hath diverted himſelf from the er, and 
hath opened a Field for a larger Debate than what 
could naturally have iſſued from the Premiſes, 

His Buſineſs, in the ff Place, was, to invali- 
date (if he could) the Teſtimonies I brought of our 
primitive Friends. 


Secondly, To 5 that Jeſus Chriſt was na- 


turally begotten by Joſeph. 
Thirdly, To have made good his Allegations a- 


gainſt thoſe innocent Perſons whom he calls Apo- 


ates. . e 
But inſtead of performing any one of theſe T aske, 
he hath left his own Doctrine unguarded, and 
ran away to the Trinitarian and Unitarian Contro- 


verſy, which he had no manner of Bufineſs with, any - 
otherwiſe than to ſhew what really his own Doctrine 


proves him to be, i. e. a Deiſt. 5 

My Opponent very unjuſtly and difingenueuſly ex- 
plodes my Examination, for that (he ſay) J go 
about to make a Plurality of Gods, and liken the 
infinite and indiviſible Spirit unto corrupti- 
ble Man; which I have not given any Room fair- 
ly to ſuppoſe, but fully guarded againſt it in Pages 
43, 44, of my Book; but Tana as this * 
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wo The PREFACE. 
will come under my Conſideration in its proper Place, 
I ſhall not detain the Reader with. a Diſcuſſion 
deen in this Preface. . 
As therefore it appears William Bromfield 
hath not attempted to invalidate any of the Teſti- 
monies ¶ brought to prove what was the Faith of 
the primitive Quakers, he then hath tacitly acknou- 
ledged to the Truth of them; and ſo it will not be an 
unfair Conclufion, that he hath made a Conceſſion to 
that Point. 5 5 N bes 
The Matters then which come under my Notice, 
are, we gk 


+ Firſt, To wipe off his Aſperſions caſt on me in 
divers Particulars. ch 
And, Secondly, more amply to defend the mi- 
raculous Conception, and the Divinity of Jeſus 
Chriſt 


I think it neceſſary to inform the Reader of the Rea 
fon of my undertaking an Anſwer to William Brom- 
field, and of the Nature and Conſequence of his Doc- 
trine ; and that is, that although it may be Matter of 
Diſdain to the learned and thinking Part of theWorld, 
yet it may do hurt to the inconfiderate and weaker 
| Part thereof, who, without judiciouſly examining 
_ 98> the Reaſon of their believing, are liable precipitantly 
in to embrace ſuch Doctrines, which may very much tend 


| to the Hurt of the Chriſtian Religion, and ought 
if more eſpecially to be oppoſed, when the Conſequence 

| of indulging theſe Principles muſt tend to their 
: Subverfion and falling away from the vu RECHRI- 

} STIAN FAITH. | WY 
1 That William Bromfield's Doctrine is ſuch, 

| | I think, if the Scriptures be allowed to be the Cri- 

| derion in this Caſe, cannot be denied; the which, if 
= | true, 


De PREFACE. ' In 
true, Mahomet's Doctrine is the next reaſonableſt 
' Syſtem we may embrace. | 2 

For, according to this Man, we can have no Re- 
deemer, no Medintor, no Interceſſor, nor Reconciler 
to God, but poor laſt Man is ſtill miſerable, and re- 
main in the ſame State his firſt Parents by their 
Diſobedience fell into; and ſo the World has been 
amuſed for about Seventeen Hundred Years, and all 
thoſe Martyrs who died for the Faith and Teſtimony 
of Jeſus, were all miſtaken, and threw away their 
Lives without any Reaſon or Foundation. 

Iſay, if his Doctrine be true, then all the afore- 
faid Conſequences muſt inevitably follow; which 1 
ſhall more amply ſhew in the following Sheets. 

L is true, Mankind in this Age, very little con- 
cern themſelves in religious Controverfies, they being 
exercisd more about abſtruſe and ſubtle Points in 
Philoſophy and other Sciences. 

But if we conſider our ſelves as Chriſtians we 
ſhould be awakened by the Attacks of our Enemies, 
who ſo daringly ſtrike at the Author and Foundation 
of our Faith; this is a Matter of the utmoſt Impor- 
tance to us, namely, the Defence of Chriſt's Divi- 
nity and miraculous Conception; this is the Root, 
from which, and by which, grow and are nouriſhed 
thoſe comfortable Branches of our Belief, as Re- 
demption, Sancti fication, Juſtification, and that 
ſolid Hope of a merciful Mediator. As the Root is 
to the Branch, as the Foundation to the Building, 
as the Soul to the Body, ſo is this Doctrine to the 
Chriſtian Faith , in ſhort, it is the fine qua non, 
1, e. that without which, the Thing cannot be. 
As therefore the Chriſtian Religion ſtands or falls by 
it, ſo there appears a greater Neceſſity of defending 
it than any other Chriſtian Principle; for notwith- 

B 2 ftanding 
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is . The PREFACE, 
ſtanding they may and ought to be defended in their 
proper Places, yet this before all. | | 
And therefore I am a ſecond: Time encouraged, 
From Belief of my Duty, to maintain the miraculous 
Conception and Divinity of Jeſus Chriſt, -who laid 
down his moſt precious Life for the Expiation of the 
Sins of Mankind, and by that purchaſed Reconci- 
liation to God for me and all Men, who lays hold 
of the Means offered to us in the Covenant of Life 
aud Peace. 0 | 
And foraſmuch as I intend to anſwer all the 
material Objections of William Bromfield, ad- 
vanc d by him in Oppoſition to me, unleſs he ſhall 
produce better Arguments than hitherto he hath 
done, notwithſtanding he ſhould dip his Peu in Bit- 
terneſs againſt me, I may not think him worth any 


further Notice of mine, it being likely he may haue 


an Abounding of Leiſure more than J, and alſo 
may find his Account in his Pocket; for that Rea- 
fon he may continue ſcribling till his Traſh becomes 
@ Drug, and lies on his Hands, g 
If my Opponent ſhould expect my Credentials from 
the Meeting he directed me to; let him confider he 
wants the like; and ſo we are on an equal Foot in 
that Reſpeft : Nor would I have him ſuppoſe the 
Brethren of that Meeting are of his Opinion, becauſe 
they are not concerned. in this Anſwer ; for it will 
appear by a Minute of theirs, publiſhed at the latter 
End of this Book, that they deny his erroneous Doc- 
trine, declaring likewiſe their firm Belief of the mi- 
raculous Conception and Divinity of Jeſus Chriſt ; 
but that their former Reaſous ſwayed againſt their 
being concerned in the Diſpute, judging it would 
wot comport with the Dignity of that Meeting to in- 
tereſt themſelves in the Controverſy with ſo mean 
an 


The PREFACE. 13 
an Author, and more eſpecially fince 1 had already 
engaged him on my own ſingle Bottom. 
I hope, Reader, thou wilt excuſe the Prolixity - 
of this Preface, which I ſhall, as much as poſſible, 
avoid in the ſucceeding Part of this Work, and de- 
fire thy impartial Peruſal thereof, which T hope may 
be to the Satigfaction of thoſe who have any Doubts 
or Scruples in their Minds, I writing not for Ma- 
ſtery, or to make my ſelf popular, but to prevent 
the ſpreading of thoſe Principles which are ſo much 
repugnant to Truth and the holy Scriptures. 
May the God of Truth, by the Aboundings of his 
Grace through Jeſus Chris? his Son, our Lord, give 
thee a firm and ſtedfaſt Faith in him, In whom 
ue have Redemption through his Blood, the For- 
© giveneſs of Sins according to the Riches of his 
 # Grace, | 
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HIS Defence hath been writ" near 
a Year ſince; but was prevented 
being publiſh'd ſooner by ſome interve- 
ning Accidents, which could not well be 
avoided : I hope, therefore, the Service 


18 


of it may not be loſt by the Length of 


Time; but that the Truth of the Doctrine, 


and my Integrity in the Defence of it, 


may recommend it to the Reader's Fa- 


VOUr. 
H 
THE 
\ 


' DIVINE Pay HUM AN 


NATU RES 


United in the PERSON of 


JESUS CHRIST, &c. 


s in Ne it is expe- 

dient, there be a Criterion fix d 
for determining the Points in que- 
ſtion; and alſo the beſt and ſpe- 
dieſt Methods to come to an Iſſue, 
is rightly to ſtate the Difference on each Side, 
and ade ſhort and regular Propoſitions, a- 
greeable to the Nature of the Debate; and 

therefore the common Maxim takes Place, 

viz. A Queſtion well ſtated, is half an- 
ſwered. 

If then the firſt of theſe Maxims be allow- 
ed, whatſoever is fixed for the Criterion ought 
cloſely to be abzde@ by, as having the {ole 
Right of Determination, 
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I think there need not be a Queſtion, what 


: ſhall be the Criterion, my Wes by his 
Quotations from, and Recourſe 
Scripture, hath unalterably bound himſelf by 


to the Holy 


them; and alſo, as the Ground and Reaſon 
of the Controverſy between us ariſes from 


thence, therefore I take it for granted they 


are the proper Determiners of our Debate. 

T know it is a very fair Queſtion in reli- 
10us Controverſies, Whether Scripture, Rea- 
on, or Authority ſhall be the Criterion ; and 

which ſoever of them is fix'd upon, is cloſely 


5 to be adher'd to, and the others to have no- 


thing to do in determining the Queſtion : 
So that if Scripture be it, then Reaſon nor 
Authority of the Fathers have any Thing 
to do; or if Reaſon, then neither ee 
nor Authority of the Fathers, and ſo on. 
This Point being ſo far ſettled, I ſet for- 
ward upon a Concluſion, That Scripture is 
mine and my Opponent's Criterion in this 


Debate. 


The Controverſy then between us is, Whe- 
ther Jeſus Chriſt, ſo often mentioned in the 
New Teſtament, was the natural Son of Joſeph, 


or whether he was (as therein aſſerted) reall 


THE SON OF GOD. William Bromfield hat 

taken upon him an Affirmative, to prove by 
Scripture he was the natural Son of Foſeph, 
to which I maintain a Negation; and as he 


ſuppoſes he hath maintained his Aſſertion in 


his Reply, it comes properly under my No- 
tice, to conſider and ſhew how -nſufficient 


his Arguments are, and how unfair he hath 


been to brand me with curtailing his Book, 
and miſrepreſenting his Principles, 9 


(17 ) 
I cannot well omit taking notice, in the 
firſt Place, that notwithſtanding Wiliam 
Bromfield charges me with falfe Suggeſtions up- 
on (hat he calls) his honeſt Imentiont, yet he 
hath not brought any one Inſtance to con- 
firm it, and therefore I deny it as a Slander , 
and alſo what he farther ſays, That he believes 
he hal find me to be one of thoſe who have ſought 
his Deſtruftion, from his coming home to this Day, 
and have animated the Mob and mud Juſtices to 
knock him on the Head. If the judicious Reader 
will give himſelf the Trouble to retroſpect 
his Preface, he will behold the Inconſiſtency of 
this Man; for if I am a hot-headed Boynow, 
as he there aſſerts me to be, can it be ſuppo- 
fed that I was arri ved at a Maturity of Age 
at his coming home? that F fhould fo early 
appear an Enemy againſt him, ſeeing it is 
now, according to his own Account, frxteen 
Years ſince he came to England, which was in 
the Lear 1711, after twenty two Tears Exile, as 
he calls it ? 
And therefore it appears, it was not poſſible 
I could have any Knowledge of him, fo as to 
become' his Enemy: Nor have I now any 
Enmity to his Perſon; his Principles are what 
I explode. But in this I muſt be content to 
bear my Share in his unjuſt Reproaches, as 
well as thoſe lawful Magiſtrates, (whom he 
calls mad Juſtices,) for exerciſtng their Au- 
thority againſt Rebels to their Country. 
J come to the third Page of Milliam Brom- 
fela's Reply, where he 1085 Henton Brown in- 


ſinunte, 


88 — 


* Bromfield's True Ghriſtian, Pag. 67. 


A 


| / 0 23 | 

| ll Pnuates, as craftily as be can, that William Brom- 
1 field has no Principles of the ancient Quakers or 
1 modern Apoſtates; and ſo by his abominable Con- 
\ iff | ſequences will not allow William Bromfield to be 
my any Chriſtian at all, 
© To which I reply, that the firſt Part of 
W: ! this is falſe: I did not ſay he had no Prin- 
| | | |  ciples of the ancient or modern Quakers ; 

| 

| 


the contrary I have plainly aſlerted in the 
7th Page of my Preface, in theſe Words, 
I did not deſign when I put Pen to Paper to 
* write a general Replication to his whole 
| . * Syſtem, there being divers Articles which 
* we do own and acknowledge, with reſpect 
© to the particular Matters thereof.” 
Now is this ſaying he holds no Principles 
of the Quakers ? If this is not a Falſehood, I 
can never pretend to judge of one: My 
Words are theſe; © That he was not in that 
* ſubſtantial Part of Faith, concerning the 
* ſupreme Object of Worſhip, conſiſtent with 
the primitive nor modern Quakers, and 
© ſo. by Conſequence (in that Reſpect) none 
© at all, and even take from him the Deno- 
11 < mination of a Chriſtian. * For he that de- 
Mm © nies that which denominates a Chriſtian, de- 
| nies his being one, 
| | But William Bromfield denies that which 
4 muſt denominate him fuchy + © 
| Therefore he demes his being one. 
| The mayor Propoſition is evident thus: 
He that denies the Means which conſtitutes 
a Thing, and that without which it cannot 
be, denies the Thing to be, 


r ny 
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(19) 
But William Bromfield denies the Means 


which conſtitutes a Chriſtian, and -that with- 
out which it cannot be ; jo 


Ergo — 


And the Minor I prove thus: A Chriſtian, 
in the ſtricteſt Senſe of the Term, implies a 
Believer in, and Follower of Jeſus Chriſt, 
and from whom, as he is Head and Leader, 
he takes his Denomination; and therefore 
he that denies him as a Leader, denies his 
being a Follower of him, and ſo conſequent- 
ly hath not a Right to his Denomination. 

I ſuppoſe my Opponent will take Sanctu- 
ary under his own abſurd Terms, that he de- 
nies not Jeſus Chriſt the eternal Spirit, but 
the Prophet Jeſus Chriſt to be the eternal 
Spirit. 

To which I reply, if there was any Foun- 
dation in Scripture to make any ſuch Di- 
ſtinction, or that it can be ſhewn there were 
two Jeſus Chriſts, ſo diſtinguiſhed as before 
mentioned, then there might be ſome Vali- 
dity in his Expreſſions ; but as the Scripture 
makes no ſuch Diſtinction, nor can it be ſhewn 
they ſpeakof any more than one Jeſus Chriſt, 
ſo I think there can be no Refuge for him, 
if he ſhould object in this Manner. The DE 
ſtinction I have before obſerved, my Oppo- 
nent makes in divers Parts» of his Reply; 
which although he ſuppoſes. are two infi- 
nitely diſtinct Beings, appropriates the ſame 
individual Terms to each; ſo that when he 
ſpeaks of the one in the Capacity of a Pro- 

nd C 2 Phet, 


— 


(287) 
phet, he denominates him the ſame as he 
doth the eternal Spirit; and when he {peaks 
of the other as the Eternal Spirit, he deno- 

minates him the ſame as he doth the Prophet; 
which is very abſurd, to repreſent two di- 
ſtinct Relations by one appropriate Term: 
To maintain therefore his Opinion, that 
the Right of being a Chriſtian, ariſes from 
the Denomination of the Eternal Spirit, he 
muſt ſhew how the Eternal Spirit came pro- 
perly by thoſe appropriate Names Jefus Chriſt, 
diſtinct from him who he calls a Prophet, 
and gives the ſame Names unto. 

IVilliam Bromfield proceeds and ſays, He hopes 
he may beg the Favour of his declared Enemy, that 
fiace he will not allow him to be a Chriſtian, that he 
would declare and tell the World what he would have 
him to be, fince he confeſſes Jeſus Chrift the Eter- 
nal Spirit to be in him, as he was in the Mau 
Teſus, though not in that Degree. 

The which he might have anſwered, and 
told the World himſelf, what I would have 
him to be; for ſince I explode him for not 
being a Chriſtian, it is plain I would have 
him to be one. I | 
As for being his declared Enemy, I 
deny; I have not any Malice or Enmity 
in my Heart towards him, nor have I given 
any ſuch Inftances, but defire he may come 
to the Knowledge of the Truth, by believing 
in him whom God hath appointed to be the 
Reconciler of Mankind unto himſelf ; and 
by our Obedience in that Faith which we 
have in him, do we truly and rightly take 
our Denomination from him; fer as on the 
7 | | one 


( 21 ) 


one hand, he cannot truly be ſaid to be a Chri 
ſtian, i. e. a Diſciple and Follower of Chriſt, 
who only hath a formal Belief, and doth not 
live in Obedience to his Laws; ſo on the other, 
no Man can be ſaid to be a true Follower, un- 
leſs he doth believe in him who is the Leader. 
The remaining Part of this Paragraph turns 
upon the Argument before; and as I have ſaid 
— 4 to it, I ſhall proceed to the laſt Para- 
graph of this third Page, where at the 
Beginning of it, my Opponent aſſerts a down- 
right Falſehood: He ſays, Henton Brown 
takes upon him to be the Mouth and Oracle of the 
Quabers, and to expound all their Intentions, as well 
as if he had been in them. 8 
Nou, impartial Reader, thou who haſt 
read my Examination, judge whether this be 
true: Have I taken upon me to be the Mouth 
and Oracle of the Quakers? No; William 
Browfield himſelf hath cleared me from it in 
the eighth Page of his Preface, in theſe Words: 
He is (meaning Hemon Brown) become an A- 
poſtate, if ever a Quaker; if never, then a notorious 
Hypocrite for taking a Profeſſron upon him, and be- 
ing a Scandal to thoſe of that Profeſſzon, by publiſb- 
ing a Pamphlet contrary to the Judgment of a Meet- 
ing to whom he applied for their Approbation. 
Now af I publiſh'd my Pamphlet contrary 
to the Judgment of a Meeting to whom I ap- 
plied, how could I be the Mouth and Oracle 
of the Quakers, who had denied to ſpeak by 
me. For whatever I publiſhd, I did it as 
my own Act, and not as their Mouth and O- 
racle: Nor have I taken upon me to expound 
any of their Intentions; for what * 
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lice, Idolatry, and Whiggiſh Principles, have made 


what I am in that Reſpect, ſeeing (he ſays) 


(22) 
I produc'd bore their own Weight, without 
any Expoſition of mine. But from the-Begin- 
ning, almoſt to the Erid of this Paragraph, is 
a Chain of Falſehood and Folly,' not ſuitable 
to his Age, or the Seriouſneſs of the Subject, 
which is only fit to be paſſed by in Silence. 
He proceeds, Page 4. to Page 5. 1 
cannot find any ſolid Thing this Man is qunr- 
yelling about, but his Shadow or falſe Notions, ſet- 
ting up more Gods than one; but I fear J is Mu- 


im mad. | 

I reply, it may be he cannot find; but then 
it is either for Want of ſeeking, or a Capacity 
toſeek: But it availeth not much to me what 
he ſays in that Reſpect, I regard the Judg- 
ment of the Reader more than I do his filly 
Animadverſions. That I go about to aſſert 
a Plurality.of Gods, is utterly untrue, for that 
J maintain the Doctrine of one only true 
and indiviſible God, as all Chriſtians hold; 
and this I hope to account for ſubſtantially 
in its proper Place, againſt his vain Attempts 
to ſhew the contrary. | nh 

But pray, Reader, behold the Reaſon of 
all theſe hard Names and ill Uſage, he gives 
me, comes out laſt: The Man is angry becauſe 
he thinks me to be a Whig, but ſuppoſe he 
ſhould happen to be wine; will he not | 
repent and reflect upon himſelf for uſing one 
of his own Clan ſo unhandſomely? I confeſs 
it is ſomething ſtrange how he ſhou'd know 


he 1s a pure Stranger to me and my Ways. 
But pray what has /higiſm to do in this De- 
Oe bate? 


623) 


bate? Did he think that would gain him any 
Point in the Diſpute, by ſaying my Whiggiſh 
Principles had made me mad? And what if I 
was to ſay his Tory Principles. makes him uſe 
me ſo unfairly, would it gain me any Point? 
though I ſuppoſe there are many who would 
believe it to be true, But as this 1s far from 
the Debate, ſo it was Weaknefs in him to ex- 
poſe his Folly ſo bare-fac'd ; and were it not 
that I might expect the Return, as before quo- 
ted, of animating the mad Juſtices to knock him 
on the Head, (or call him to an Account,) I 
might proceed farther. But I conſider the De- 
bate 1s about the Chriſtian Religion, and in 
Defence of the Author of it, and therefore I 
chuſe to proceed to the Matter before me. 

It would be tedious for me to take notice 
of every Paragraph ſucceſſively, he having 
ſo many times aſſerted and ſaid the fame 
Things over again, that I ſhall endeavour to 
collect his Senſe together, I allow what he 
ſays, Page 5. that. the Name of God 1s un- 
derſtood the Power and Spirit of God, and 
which Spirit our Lord Jeſus Chriſt told his 
Diſciples he would pray the Father to ſend in 
his Name, i. e. his Power: My Opponent al- 
lows, that he who thus ſpake to his Diſciples 
was the Man Jeſus. Now this Name or Power 
in which this Comforter, the HolyGhoſt, which 
was to be ſent, was either the Power of God, 
or was not the Power of God; if it was, then 
the Solution 1s very evident, that as this Spi- 
rit was to be ſent in the Name or Power of 
Jeſus, ſo this Jeſus who promiſed to pray the 
Father was the Power of God: But if it was 

not, 
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(24) 


not, then he deceived his Diſciples by amu- 


fing them with Expectations of a ſufficient 
Power to lead them into all Truth, when in 
Reality he had no Power to communinate 
that would be adequate to ſuch Ends and Pur- 
poſes, he being no more than a mere Crea- 


ture; nor will it be to the Purpoſe to fay he 


ſpoke this reſpecting the Eternal Spirit, by 
whoſe Influence he pronounced the before- 
mentioned Sentences, but would rather ag- 
gravate his Crime, to aſſume the Honour of 
another's Power, which he had no Right to 
claim; for he ſays, he would pray the Father 
to {end the Spirit in his Name; he did not 


. ay in the Name of the Eternal Spirit, by 


which he was influenc'd, but ſpeaks of it 
as ariſing from his own Ability; ſuch a Pro- 
cedure would have impeach'd the bleſſed Je- 
ſus of moſt horrid! Prevarication, to ſay he 
would pray the Father to fend the Spirit in 
his Name, and yet mean it of another, But 
it appears that this Promiſe was fulfilled 
by the Appearance of the Holy Spirit, who 
did come in the Name or Power of that Je- 
ſus who promiſed ſo to pray the Father; for 
which Reaſon it was called the Spiritual Ap- 
pearance of Jeſus Chriſt, becauſe he came in 
the Name or Power of the ſame 2 Chriſt 
who ſo promiſed to pray the Father. My Op- 
ponent endeavours to back his Aſſertions with 
pleading, that to hold Jeſus Chriſt to be God, 
is rare Sort of Stuff for the Carnal Papiſts, Epiſ- 
copals, Presbytertans, Independants, and Anabaptiſts, 
who ſee no farther than the fleſhly Appearance of 
Jeſus Chriſt, k 
Which 


. i 
Which in my Opinion argues the Weak» 
neſs of his Underſtanding: What have I to do 
with how far they ſee? It is ſuch Food as 
the Scriptures hath handed to us, and wa 
as every Chriſtian ought to receive: For 
know no Reaſon, that becauſe they reſt in 
the formal Confeſſion to the outward Appear- 
ance of Jeſus Chriſt, that we muſt deny and 
disbelieve it for that Reaſon. But even theſe 


—_ 


Expreſſions of the fleſhly Appearance of Jeſus 
Chriſt, he will not Fe. 58 as will 5 Fe 
hereaſter; and as it will come more under my 
Notice in another Place, I ſhall diſmiſs it at 
preſent, and proceed to the ſixth Page, where 
William Bromfield ſays, I bring another Sen- 
tence of Iſaac Pennington s; for I had brought 
ſome before which he did nut object any thing 
unto, nor indeed to this. But what Militates 
againſt himſelf, he ſays, I leave out the fore- 
going and following Words, which would more 


fully explain bis Meanivg : But with illiam 


Bromfield's Leave, Iſaac Pennington's Meaning 


wanted no Explanation, his Doctrine being | 


delivered in intelligent Terms ; and if thoſe 
Words I omitted would have explained his 
Meaning to my Opponent's Advantage, how 
comes it to paſs he did not produce the fore- 
going and following Words, and let us ſee 
what Meaning he would put on them; Bu: 
it is enough, lays he, that he owns that the Mord 
of God, the only-begotten of the Father, did take up 
a Body of -the Fleſh of the Virgin Mary, who was 
of the Seed of David, according to the Scriptures. 


I am indeed of his Opinion: It is ſuflici- 


ent what Jſaac Pennington has ſaid to over- 
Re Ls + throw 


"(20 
throw William Bromfi:ld's aſſerting Job's 
being the real Father of Jeſus to be the 
primitive Quakers. Faith; and alſo, up- 
on his own Confeſſion, turns his Opinion 
upſide down : And now, Reader, I beg 
thy Attention to his Confeſſion, and judge 
whether the Man has got a regular Way - 
of Thinking, or whether he knows what 
he believes himſelf ; William Bromfield 
owns that Part, that the Word which is God, and 
#s the Only-begotten of his Boſom, did enter and take 
up a Body, born of the Virgin Mary, called Jeſus, 
at abont thirty Tears of Age, but of the Seed of 
David, according to the Scriptures. 7 
Now hath not he here made as full 
and ample a Confeſſion as any Chriſtian 
would defire, and we might ſhut u 
the Controverſy, but that a little while af- 
ter he deſtroys it again ; for here he de- 
nies Joſeph's being the real Father of 
Jeſus, by acknowledging, that the Word 
F God (which is God) himſelf did enter and 
take up a_ Body born of the Virgin ry. 
Now I ſuppoſe he will not be ſo dogmati- 
cal, as to aſſert, that if Joſeph begat Je- 
fus, Mary remained a Virgin afterwards ;. 
and I always thought there muſt- be a Con- 
ception before a Birth; and therefore if ſhe 
conceived by Joſeph, ſhe ceaſed to be a Vir- 
gin; but the Scripture ſays, and 1ſaac Pen- 
nington Confirms it, and William 83 ac- 
knowledges to it, that the Body which the 
Word of God took up, was born of a Virgin; 
and I never knew, heard, or read that ever 
a Woman was called a Virgin who + 
ort 


(27) 

forth a Child, BUT SHE WHO BY THE spE- 
CIAL AND MIRACULOUS POWER OF THE 
ALMIGHTY, BROUGHT FORTH THAT | 
HOLY BODY WHICH SHE CONCEIVED 
BY THE OVERSHADOWING OF THE Ho- 
LY GHOST, 1 . 

William Bromfield proceeds, and begs Leave to 
query, whether this Word was not the Holy Spirit 
of the Father, which came out of his Boſom by 
which the Worlds were created? and whether it 
was not this Spirit that followed the Children of 
Iſrael in the Wilderneſs forty Tears; and was not 
the Rock and ſpiritual Bread that nouriſhed them? 

and whether *this Spirit was not called Jeſus Chrilt ? 
Io which I anſwer, that the Word which 
was in the Beginning with Ged, and was 
God, by him were all Things made that were 
made, and without him was not any Thing made 
that was. made: ThisWord was made (or took) 
Fleſh, as the * Apoſtle John aſſerteth, and 
dwelt among Men, and we beheld his Glory, 
ſays he, the Glory as of the Only-begotten 
of the Father, full of Grace and full of Truth; 


I fay this Word was the Spirit of the Father: 


This Spirit followed the Children of 1ſ-ae!, 
and was the Rock and ſpiritual Bread which 
nouriſhed them. All this I allow; but that 
this Spirit was called Jeſus Chrift, till uni- 
ted to that Body which was born of the 
Virgin, I deny; it was in that Appearance 
he was denominated Jeſus Chriſt, and the 
Reaſon for it is aſſigned by the Angel, who 
appeared to Joſeph, f Thou ſhalt call his 
* Name Jeſus, for he ſhall ſave his People 
from their Sins. | $3. 
D 2 Page 


* Toh, i, 1h + Matt. i. 11. 


; (28) 
Page . Wiliam Bromfield replies to 
the Teſtimonies I produced, to ſhew what 
was the Faith of the primitive Quakers 
re ſpecting Jeſus Chriſt, That neither George 
Fox, G. Whitehead, Robert Barclay, Burrows, 
Howgill, Dewsberry, Ellwood, Fiſher, Pen- 
nington, nor any others of the "ancient Quakers, 
ever taught any other Doctrine than Pls Chriſt 
in his ſpiritual Appearance, But I hope the 
Reader will be more impartial than to take 
his ipſe dixit in Bar to my Proofs ; I have (by 
their Teſtimonies) ſufficiently ſhewn, they 
taught the Doctrine of believing in that Je- 
ſus Chriſt © who died without the Gates of 
* Jeruſalem ; that there is no. Salvation in 
any other Name under Heaven; that he is 
* the Mediator between God and Man; that be 
* gave himſelf a Ranſom for all Men; was 
accepted as an Offering and a Sacrifice to 
* God, for a ſweet-ſinelling Savour; that he 
made Peace through the Blood of his Croſs, 
* that he might reconcile us unto himſelf, 
that he was the Only-begotten of the Father, 
„full of Grace, and full of Truth; and, in 
* fine, that he_died for Sin, that we might 
* die to Sin, and by his Power and Spirit be 
* raiſed up to Newneſs of Life here, and to 
Glory hereafter.” Now, as all theſe Doctrines 
are left upon Record in their ſeveral Writings, 
and than which nothing can be more evident, 
1s it not very daring for my Opponent to fay 
they taught no other Doctrine than what he 
has before obſerved? That becauſe they direct- 
ed the People to the Grace of God which came 
by Jeſus Chriſt, as that by which FTI | 
85 Kno- 


(29) 


know a Working out their Salya ation, is it juſt 
for him to ſuppoſe they _ not the Docs _ 
trine of e in him by whom this Grace 
came? This would be deus that the Grace 
of God is come, by denying, or at leaſt not 
acknowledging him by whom it came, for 
aas the Law came byMoſes, ſo Grace and Truth 
came by Jeſus Chriſt. 

As to 1 rien hth and ninth oe s, there bein 
ſcarce any Thing worth ob 8 — 

them by, and come tothe tenth; William 
Bromfie d „replies this Adverſary, runs on Jehu- 
like, he judges and condemns without ever aſſerting 
wherein William Bromfield i, guilty, 

But it will appear to be a manifeſt Falſe- 
hood, for I have not only aſſerted he is guilty 
of impoſing a Faith upon the People called 

8 dut he hath acknowledged it in 
= firſt Page of his Reply, in theſe Words: 
He (meaning Henton Brown) charges me with 
Deceit, and endeavouring to impoſe a Faith upon 
the Quakers. 

Now if charging a Man with being guilty 
of a Thing, and aſſerting a Man is guilty of 
a Thing, be ſynonymous in the Senſe and 
Intention of Words, then will it appear whe- 
ther William Bromfiel hath ſpoke Truth, or 
not. 

And yet further, I have not only aſſerted 
he is -uiſty, but have proved him ſo, by no leſs 
than te ten credible Evidences, whoſe Teſtimo- 
nies he dares not call in queſtion, but runs 
on, and ſays, that my iferting I had ſuffici- 
ently ſhewn what was and 1s the Faith and 
Doctrine of the Quakers, is a falſe Aſertion; 


or 


(30): 
for here (ſays he) are no Articles of Futh laid 
down, by which any Man can underſtand, but only 
the Opinions of divers Friends, which William 
Bromfield owns, being taken in the Senſe that was 
intended. | | 140 

But if William Bromfield's Aſſertion be true, 
then mine is falſe; for Jſaac Pennington 
hath divided his Doctrine into Articles, 

which he publiſhed for 'the Society, as 
their Principles; two of which Articles I 
produc'd, firſt and ſecond; fo that unleſs two 
Articles are no Articles, Miliam Bromfield's 
Aſſertion can't be true: Moreover, the reſt 
of the Teſtimonies I produc'd were quoted 
from thoſe Books, which were approved 
buy the Body of Friends, and therefore were 
not the Opinions of private Perſons only : 
But ſuppoſe they were only the Opinions of 
| divers Friends, I imagine William Bromfield 
will not difallow them to be primitive Qua- 
kers, and of the moſt eminent Sort, and muſt 
be allowed to know and underſtand the 
Principles of the Society; and therefore it 
is unfair to ſuppoſe they would publiſh any 
Principles as their private Opinions, which 
were not conſiſtent with thoſe of that Society 
they held Communion with. 

But as this is like all the' reſt, the Rea- 
der may eaſily make a fair Deduction, with- 
out any further Obſervation of mine; on 
I will add this, that tis ſtrange, (if I too 
Part of a Paragraph which made for my Turn, 
and left out the other which makes againſt 
me,) that Wiliam Bromfield did not take an 
Advantage upon me there, by producing Bt 

other 
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other Part I did leave out, which (he ſays) 
makes __ me, and expoſe me for fo 
doing: This would have ſtamp'd a better 
Luſtre on his Undertaking than calling me 
ſo many hard Names. But the Truth 1s, as 


I conceive, he ſaw theſe Arguments ſo irre- 


ſiſtibly convincing, that he could not evade 
the Force of them, and therefore turns upon 
me with an unmanly Slander, 
Having proceeded thus far, I come now 
to the eleventh Page of his Reply; 
where he exhibits another falſe Charge 
againſt me; certainly this aged Gentleman's 
(as he calls himſelf) Memory is very bad; 
for if he conſiders me a hot-heated Boy in 
his Preface, this is not the Way to make me 
cooler, and did not I experience at this Time 
the Reverſe of his Opinion, I might be led 
on to uſe him ſuitable to his Demerit, but I 
conſider his Age. He ſays, his Adverſary 
(meaning me) is not fair in this Quotation, (that 


is, one in Page 10 to Page 11,) more than 


the reſt, for Part he puts in and Part he leaves ont, 
adding Words not in his Book, and leaves them to 
the World uncorrected, and ſo blunders on, like him 
I gueſs to be the Author or Partizan in the Mat- 
ter. | 
1 have juſt Reaſon to call this Man to an 
Account for his Unfairneſs, he charges me 
with leaving out and adding Words not in 
his Book, but has not brought any one Word 
to prove it: Was it not his Buſineſs to ſhew 


what I had added which was not in his Book, 


and what I had left out? I defy him to ſhew 
one Word I have added more than (e 17155 
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what I have put in a different Character, 
which is a Demonſtration of being deſigned 


for his Opponent leaving out or putting in 
any Words, unleſs that thereby his Intentions 


have not omitted one Word which would 


Opinion, when they left us the Genealogy 


C343 


for my own, nor can they in the Nature of 
them alter his Senſe, in any Reſpect; it is 
not fair in an Author to make Complaint 


are abridged or altered; but in this Caſe I 


render his Intentions more or leſs intelli- 

ible, nor added any more Words than as 
4 aſſerted, for Proof of which, I will tran- 
ſcribe that Paragraph as it ſtands in his Pre- 
face, and as I have quoted it in my Exami- 
nation ; and judge, Reader, whether I am 
uſed in ſuch a Manner as is ſuitable to uſe 
a hot-headed Boy, by a Man, whoſe grey Hairs 
might teach him to ſet a better Example, 


The Genealogy of Chriſt Jeſus from Da- 
vid to Joſeph, which the Evangeliſts took ſo 
* much Pains to ſearch out, to prove him to 
be the Meſliah, and which all the Prophets 
agreed he ſhould be the Son of David, ac- 
* cording to the Fleſh, which could not be un- 
< leſs. the Son of Joſeph ; this muſt by no 
Means be allowed, becauſe it will not an- 
ſwer their Purpoſe, and therefore they will 
have bim to be the Son of David, according 
© to his Mother, although they can prove no- 
thing af her Genealogy, but it muſt be fo, 
© becauſe they will have it ſo, which only 
anſwers their blind Purpoſes; but it's evident 
© the Evangeliſts and Apoſtles were of my 


© of 
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t of Jeſus from David to Joſeph, whom they 
© beheved to be his Father, who was called 
the Chriſt, as alſo did Paul, and the reſt of 
I the Apoſtles; and why we ſhould not be- 
© lieve as they did, I can ſee no Reaſon. 


This is an exact Tranſcription from his 
own Preface, and the following is what I quo- 
ted from it. | | 


The Genealogy of Chriſt Jeſus, from Da- 
| © wid to Joſeph, which the Evangeliſts took fo 
much Pains to ſearch out, to prove him to 
© be the Meſſiah, and which all the Prophets 
agreed he ſhould be the Son of David ac- 
* cording to the fleſh; which could not be, - 
* unleſs the Son of Joſeph: This muſt by no 
means be allowed, becauſe it will not an- 
* {wer their Purpoſe, and therefore they will 
* have him to be the Son of David according 
© to his Mother, although they can prove no- 
thing of her Genealogy. (He adds,) But it 
is evident that the Evangeliſts and Apo- 
* ſtles were of my Opinion, when they left 
* us the Genealogy of Jeſus, from David to 
* Joſeph, whom they believed to be his Fa- 
ther, who was called the Chriſt; as alſo 
© did Paul and the reſt of the Apoſtles, 


Thus have I faithfully tranſcribed what 
is in his Preface, and what I quoted from it; 
by which the Reader may perceive whether 
William Bromfield has done me Juſtice, or no; 
for I have not left out any Thing which is 


material to the Point, noradded any other 
E N Words 
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Words than (he adds.;) as I haue before 
obſer vet. 1 N 
As to what he farther ſays, that I Hunder on 
lie him he gueſſes to be the Author er Parti- 
zan in the Matter : If he gueſſes who that 
blundering Partizan is, he hath a better Gueſs 
than I; and I think I have as much or more 
reaſon to gueſs than he. But rather than the 
Doctor ſhould ſuppoſe he hath got another 
Wig Enemy in Partnerſhip with me, and ſo 
entertain Prejudice againft him he gueſſes 
on that Account, I will freely clear him from 
being any Author or Partizan'in the Matter : 
T/ here aſſert that no Perſon, directly or 
indirectly, had any thing to do in my Exa- 
mination. as a Diftator, or Director, or that 
knew very little of it till it was compleated. 
So that my Opponent is quite out in gueſſing 
this Time; and J adviſe him to have a better 
Foundation the next timehe goes toGueſs Mork. 
However, he ſays, be it as it flands, it ſtands 
upon William Bromfie ld 20 prove: by Scripture, 
and ſoundiReaſen, every Sentence he hath aſſerted ; 
and for the Genealogy, its ſufficiently: proved, Mat. 
1. to Verſe x7. and Luke 3. to Verſe 23. 
Be it as it ſtands, becaufe it can ſtand 
no otherwiſe, according; to his own Writing, 
and I think he would not take upon him to 
prove more than there is an Obligation up- 
on him to do, if it did not ſtand as it ought 
in his Opinion; if nam Bromfeld was 
as good at proving as he is at aſſerting, we 
might now expect ſomething from him. But 
be that as it ſtands, we will examine his 
Proofs, and ſee how far they will hold h 
Thoſe 


„ 
Thoſe Texts brought, Mat. i. and Latkeii 
doth only prove Jſqh's Genealogy from 
Davif, and ſerve as a Confirmation, that 
Mary was of the ſame Tribe, or, as Joſeph 
being a juſt Man, would not have married 
her, Nell contrary to the Law, Num. xxxvi. 
6, 7, 8, 9. as is the Opinion of Archbi- 
ſhop Tiketſon.” Some Paſſages in his Wri- 


tings being pertinent to this point, I have 


here tranſcribed them, viz. 


He was of the Tribe, and of the Seed of Da- 
vid, as it was foretold the Meſſiah ſhould be; 
therefore he is called in the Goſpel the Son 
of David: And the Apoſtle to the Hebrews, 
Chap. vii. 14. appeals to the Jews concerning 

this, as a Thing clear and acknowledged a- 

mong them, # is evident that our Lovd ſpran 
out of Judah; which he would not ha ve 25 
firmed to the Jews without Proof, if it had 
not been granted by them. 7 

For the other, that he was of the Seed of Da- 
vid, the Jeus will by no means admit, as a 


Thing at all evident from the Hiſtory of the 


Goſpel concerning him: For, ſay they, if that 
appear any where, we ſhould find it in his 


Genealogy; but there we find no ſuch Mat- 
ter. There indeed we have the Genealogy of 


Joſeph very diffèrently related by the two E- 
vangeliſts, Matthew and Luke. But what is 
this to the Genealogy of Chriſt, when the 
Chriſtians ER avowedly Ae 
2 that 
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„„ "Job 
A that Yoſeph was not his Father? Tis gran- 
4 ted that Joſeph was of David's Line; but to 
prove that Chriſt was really deſcended from 
f David, inſtead of the Genealogy of Joſeph, - 
= they ſhould have ſhewn Mary's. RA 
This is a very malicious and ſpiteful ob- 
jection, and the Jews inſiſt very much upon 
it; but yet I think it is capable of a very ſa- 
tisfactory .Anſwer, In which I ſhall proceed 
by theſe Steps; 5: fect | 
HHirſt, We will grant that both the Genea- 
logies of our Saviour, that in Matthew, and 
that in Luke, are intended to ſhew that Joſeph 
was of Abraham's and David's Line; and 
that neither of them have the Genealogy 
of Mary: Some indeed have thought ſo, but 
it ſeems to me with very little eh nga I 
incline much rather to Grotius's excellent 
- Conjecture about it, That Matthew's ra. od 
Ross us an Account of the Succeſſion of the 
oyal Family down as low as Joſeph, and 
that in St. Lake the direct Series of Joſeph's 
Anceſtors. | 
_ Secondly, The Fews grant that it hath been 
an  antient Tradition among Chriſtians, 
that Joſeph and Mary were of the ſame Fa- 
mily; and that Mary was one that had no 
Brethren, and Heireſs or Co-heireſs, and fo, 
according to the Jeuiſh Cuſtom, ſhe was bound 
to marry in her Family, which the Jeus were 
eſpecially careful of in the Family of Da- 
vid, to preſerve the Succeſſion of the Royal 
Line, of which the Meſſiah was to come. 
| Thirdly, The Jews have nothing toobjett a- 
gainſt this which ſheys it improbable. 
FE " n . Founthhy 
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Fourthly, If ſo that they were of the ſame 
Family, then the Genealogy of Joſeph, tho 
not directly and expreſly, yet by conſequence 
was the Genealogy of Mary ; and conſequent- 
ly thoſe Genealogies in the Goſpel do ſuffi- 
ciently ſhew that Chriſt was the Son of David. 

Fifthly, It cannot be imagined that the Evan- 
geliſts ſhould have omitted the Genealogy 
of Mary, if it had not been included in 


that of Joſeph; eſpecially St. Matthew, who 


in his Genealogy expreſly tells us, that he in- 
tended. to ſhew that he was the Son of Da- 
vid, and alſo denies Joſeph to have been his 
real Father. | | 

Sixthly, If there had been any Queſtion 
whether Mary was of the Line of David, the 
Jews would 1 in that Time have 
rejected him from being the Meſſiah up- 
on that very Account, nothing being more 
plauſible for them to have ſaid than this; 
That he pretended to have no Father, and 
to be born of a Virgin who was not of the 
Line of David, how could he then be the 
Meſſiah, who was to be of the Seed of Da- 
vid? But that he was always own'd by the e 
to be of that Seed, appears by the Title ſo 
frequently given to him of the Son of David. 

It was propheſied that the Meſſiah ſhould 
be born in Bethlehem of Judea, Mich. v. 2. 
which you find accordingly fulfilled, Mat. ii. 


which Occaſion brought up Joſeph and Mary 


yered there, but that there Names being then 


6, the Providence of God ſo ordering it, that 
Anguſin ſhould then lay a general Tax; 


1 to Bethlehem, not only that ſhe might be deli- 


enter'd 


fore what cannot be proved, ought not to be allowed 
to an Enemy that takes all Advantages, My Op- 
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enter'd, their Family might be aſcertained, 
and there might no Doubt afterwards ariſe, 
but that they were of the Line of David. 


Thus far Archbiſhop Tillotſon, : 8 


But to return: Theſe Texts being brought 
by William Bromfield, do not favour his Cauſe, 
for he cannot by them ſhew that Joſeph was 
the real Father of Jeſus, neither poſitively nor 
circumſtantially. 125 ; 

And for the Virgin Mary's Genealogy, it is 
true (he ſays) there is none ever yet fund; there- 


ponent doth acquit me here (though I ſuppoſe 
not deſignedly) from proving Mary to be of 
the Houſe of David by her Genealogy, be- 
cauſe, he ſays, there was none ever yet found; 
and I hope he will not be ſo unreaſonable asto 
ut me to prove a Thing by that which is not. 
he Reaſon for the Genealogy of Mary not be- 
ing found, is becauſe it was not uſual to record 
the Genealogy of Women, as I obſerved in 
my Examination, (if it was, let my Oppo- 
nent ſhew it,) their Husbands ſerving to de- 
nominate them of what Tribe they belonged 
to; and although there be not the ſame poſi- 
tive Proof for her Genealogy as for Joſeph, 
ſhall it not be allow'd, ſeeing it is reaſonable, 
when there 1s no poſitive Proof for or a- 
gainſt a Thing, that the beſt circumſtantial 
Proof ought to take place till it is invalida- 
ted? But the Quotation from Biſhop Tilorſon, 
as before, being ſufficient to maintain my Aſ- 
ſertion on this Head, I need not labour more 
to ſupport it. Indeed William Bromfield doth not 
| in 
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in this deny ſhe was of the Tribe of Judah, 
nor hath he anſwered what I offered, to prove 
it; and therefore I take it to be a Point out 
of the Queſtion with us at preſent. I farther 
obſerve, that the Text he has brought, * rp 
i. 45. doth amount to no more than Philip 
faith unto Nathaniel, Ve have 1 10 Jeſus of 
Nazareth, the Son of Joſeph; and ſo he was no- 
minally: But I deny that Philip aſſerted him 
to be the real Son of Joſeph, which is plain by 
the ſucceeding Verſes, and the Confeſſion of 
Nathaniel, that Philip deſigned no ſuch Thing, 
John i. 48, 49. Jeſus ſaith unto Nathaniel, 
before that Philip called thee, when thou waſt un- 
der the Fig-tree, I ſaw thee. Nathaniel anſwered 
and ſaid unto him, Rabbi, Thou art the Son of 
God, thou art the King of Iſrael, Now is there 
not more reaſon to call William Bromfield to 
an Account for leaving out thoſe ſucceeding 
Verſes, which ſo fully explain the Matter, 
than there was for him to beſpatter me ſo 
unjuſtly ? Nathaniel attributes thoſe Terms 
to that very Being which he ſaw, and with 
whom he communed : He did not ſay that Spi- 
rit within thee, and'by which thou art influ- 
enced, is ſuch diſtinctly from thy Perſon; but 
thou art the Son of God, thou art the King 
of Iſrael, including his whole complete Per- 
fon which if not ſo, could not have been 
predicated of him in a'proper Senſe. 

His next Proof is from Matt. xiii. 5 5. Mere 
the People of his own Country wondering whence 
Jeſus ſhould have his Knowledge, asking the Que- 
ſtion one of another, and ſay, 18 not this the Car- 
penter's Son, for they knew his Parents? is oF 
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bis Mother called Mary, and his Bretliren 


James, &c, I do admire at Milliam Bromfield 
that he had no more Cunning than to produce 
the Evidence of thoſe who were offended with 


him, for Proof that he was the real Son of 


Joſeph : But at the moſt it is only a Query; 
Is not he the Carpenter's Son? for I allow 
he was reputed ſo; and therefore their Que 

did not ariſe from a certain Knowlege of his 
being the Carpenter's Son, but only as he was 
reputed ſo. And if ſuch Evidence was to be 
allowed, I am fearful my Opponent would 
be ſtamp'd down for a moſt rigid Jacobite, if 


nota Papiſt ; for if a Queſtion was to be put to 


thoſe whoeither know him perſonally, or by 


Information, Is not William Bromfield a Jaco- 


bite or a Papiſt? J doubt not it would be ge- 
nerally anſwered in the Affirmative. And 
would William Bromfield conclude this fair 
Reaſoning? I believe not; nor am I willing 
to do the fike, without ſome Overtacts which 
puts it out of diſpute. And this is the ſame 
Caſe: He brings the Enemies of Jeſus, thoſe 
who were offended with him, to prove him 
the real Son of Foſeph ;and yet not a Proof, but 
a Query only, which he brings for a ſubſtanti- 
al Evidence, | wes, 
He proceeds, and ſays, That when the People 
heard Jeſus ſay he was the Bread of Life which 
came down from Heaven, they ſaid one to another, 
is not this Jeſus the Son of Joſeph, whoſe Father 
aud Mother we know Hou is it then that he 
faith I came down from Heaven?  * Not at all 
* conſidering (ſays William Bromfield) that he 
© ſpoke as a Prophet in the Name of the Lord, no 
| more 
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more than Henton Brown can believe that Mat. 
thew, Luke, and John, with Paul, were of my 
Sentiments. | F 

I am indeed of their Opinion, that if Je- 
ſus had been the real Son of Joſeph, how 
could he ſay he was the Bread of Life which 
came down from Heaven? It would be com- 
manding their Belief to a Thing which was 
not, nor, in the Nature of it, could it be ; and 
therefore I ſee as much Reaſon for their re- 
jecting of him upon that Foundation, as I 
have to disbelieve that Matthew, Luke, John 
and Paul, were of 1/:iliamBromfield's Sentiments. 
But pray Reader obſerve this Turn of our 
aged Diſputant, not conſidering he ſpoke, as 4 
Prophet, in the Name of the Lord, 

Was there ever ſuch a bare-fac'd Piece of 
Folly to ſupport an argument? Could a Pro- 
phet dare to ſay he was the Bread of Life 
which came down from Heaven, by virtue 
of ſpeaking in the Name of the Lord? Then 
ſo may every Perſon who is influenc'd by 
the Spirit of God, and ſpeaks in his Name, 
ſay he is the Bread of Life which came down 
from Heaven; and to excuſe his Blaſphemy 
ſay he meant it of the Spirit by which he 
ſpake. Did ever any of the Prophets or Apo- 
ſtles ſay any ſuch Thing? If not, what Title 
had Jeſus Chriſt to lay {o more than they? No, 
they never preſumed to ſay any ſuch Matter; 
they never decked themſelves with the Jewels 
of the Lord; but when they ſpake in his Name, 
they attributed diſtinaly all the Glory to him. 
William Bromfield proceeds, and quotes Acts 


X111, 23. and Rom, i. 3, 4. That Jeſus was 
F of 


* * „5 —— „ 4 2 
== — 5 — * — ee 2 * 
= 2 - : > - , —_—_ 
A —_ * 


L 


(42) 


of the geed of David, according to thePleſ, 
and declared to be the Son of God, with 


* Power according the Spirit of Holineſs, by 


the Reſurrection from the Dead. 


He hopes there is none of the meaneſt Capacity, 
but muſt «wn that the Seed of David, which Paul 


ſpeaks, of, was in the Mak 3 for it is the Male 


that has the Seed, the Female is only the Earth 


prepared to receive the Seed. 


Totheſe Texts I obſerve, that they mili- 
tate againſt him, and not me; for he is de- 


clared emphatically to be the Son of God, 
and that with Power, I always allow'd he was 


of the Seed of David, according to the Fleſh, 
but theſe do not prove him ſo by Joſeph 3; and 
therefore cannot anſwer his Purpoſe, unleſs it 


was ſaid, Jeſus was of the Seed of David, ac- 


cording totheFleſh, by Joſeph : But as it would 
manifeſtly have contradicted the other correſ- 


ponding Teſtimonies of Holy Writ, it could 


not be ſo; and therefore this maintains the 
Harmony. | 


With reſpe&to what he {a s, that the Seed 


is in the Male, and not in the Female, it is 


his Aſſertion, I grant: But as it is an undeter- 
mined Point among the Learned; ſo there 
was a Neceſſity for him to have back'd his 
Aſſertion with ſuitable Evidences; for T have 
found him ſo many times in the Wrong, that 
I am reſolved not to truſt him any more, 
without good Security: But, however, as the 
Scripture is our Criterion, I think I can plead 
an Exception to this Phyſical Notion it be- 
ing early propheſied, after the Lapſe of our 
firſt Parents, that the Seed of the Woman 

ſhould 
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Thould bruiſe the Head of the Serpent: It doth 
not ſay the Seed of the Man, but of the Wo- 
man. I know he ſays, Page 31. to maintain 
this, I muſt prove the Woman had a Seed to 
generate, without the help of a Man, But 
with William Bromfield's Leave, that is not my 
Buſineſs; if I prove ſhe had a Seed, my Point 
is gained: For it is as much abſurd, to ſay, 
the Seed of the Man can generate without 
the Uſe of the Woman, as that the Woman 
can without the Man, phyſically. But the 
Text ſays expreſly, the Woman had a Seed; 
or it would have been Nonſence to ſay her 
Seed ſhould bruiſe the Serpent's Head. The 
Queſtion then ſtrictly is, how this Seed came to 
generate without the Phyſical Means or 
Connex1on of the Male ? But before I pro- 
ceed to conſider this Queſtion, it may not 
be amiſs to obſerve what the Apoſtle Peter 
takes notice of, as propheſied concerning 
Chriſt ; which may in ſome meaſure explain 
this Matter: „ 

* And David knew that God had ſworn with 
an Oath unto him, that of the Fruit of his Loins 
he would raiſe Chriſt, concerning the Fleſh. F Now 
from hence it appears, that the Term Seed, 
is not particularly reſtricted to the Property 
proceeding from the Male, as my Opponent 
would inſinuate, but is made uſe of in Scrip- 
ture in a figurative Senſe, to ſignify the 
Children or Off- ſpring of Mankind, as is e- 
vident by the preceding Quotation, of 
whoſe Loins Mary was, being of the Seed, 
Race, or Lineage of David, which are all 
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( 44) 
8 to the Fruit of his Loins. Be- 
i 


des, when we ſpeak of the Seed of Adam, 
/ we do not ſtrictly and particularly regard 
2, cont 


the Semen, but the Race and Decent of A 
| dam, produced by the progreſſive Union of 
the Male and Female, 
Hence it is evident, notwithſtanding Mil- 
liam Bromfield would reſtrict the Term f Seed, 
to the Property of the Male only, yet it 1s 
plain, it is uſed definitively, to expreſs the 
Race of Mankind, as being the Effect thereof ; 
ſo that it is plain, Jeſus was of the Seed of Da- 
vid, according to the Fleſn, by Mary, who was 
: of the Loins of David, the Off- ſpring of Da- 
vids Seed. INN 
I now reaſſume theConſideration of theQue- 
ſtion before propounded, How the Seed of 
the Woman came to generate, without the 
Phyſical Means or Connex1on of the Male ? 
That any Natural or Philoſophical Reaſon 
can be given for it, I ſee not; and if there 
could, then would it ceaſe to be Matter of 
Faith, and become Matter of Senſe : But 
this Jaſſert, that theScriptures declare that Ma» 
ry did conceive without the Aſſiſtance of Joſeph. 
- Matt. i. 25. for before Joſeph knew her, 
ſhe brought forth her Firſt- born: For he, who 
has all Power in his Hands, could ſupply 
the Want of the Phyſical Operation of the 
Male, as well as hecould diſpoſe Sarah to be 
fruitful in an Age that was Phyſically paſt 
the Time of Child-bearing, although ſhe 
wanted not the Operation of the Male; 
and yet had not the Power of God been. 
concern'd in that Reſpect, ſhe co uld not hae 
conceived 


a) 
conceived, the Courſe of Nature, with her be- 
ing over-: And cannot he, who hath the Power 
of giving Fruitfulneſs, when Nature could not 
do it,” and that cauſeth Barrenneſs, when Na- 
ture is otherwiſe diſpoſed ; I ſay, cannot he, 
by the Over-ſhadowing of his own Power, 
give Conception to a Virgin, without the 
natural Aſſiſtance of a Man? Will William 
Bromfield deny this? and more eſpecially,when 
it 18 confirmed by Matthew (agreeable to the 
Prophecy of the Prophets) before the Relati- 
on of Joſeph's Dream or Viſion ? And there 
is as muchReaſon to deny every Thing aſſerted 
in Scripture, which is not the proper Object of 
Senſe, as there 1s to deny this. | 
I ſhall diſmiſs this Point at preſent, un- 
til J ſhall find occaſion to reaſſume it again 
in the ſucceeding Part, and croſs to the 
13th Page of William Bromfield's Reply ; where 
I meet him 1n a full Carreer of Railery, but 
very inconfiſtently, and without any Foun- 
dation, but upon a Suppoſition, and an [if ;] 
but his Suppoſition and his Gueſs are much 
alike, And I ſhall give it as a Specimen of 
his Railery, becauſe I ſhall make uſe of it 
in Evidence againſt him hereafter, to prove 
him what the Reader may ſee he is. He 
ſays, Such Knowledge as Apoſtacy could give Hen- 
ton Brown, I ſuppoſe he has: He can talk, hye, 
and rattle, from his Childhood, (if I am not mi fin- 
formed, which muſt come from the Father of Lyes, 
the Devil, who is King, Prince, and Governor 
For this Man doth not only endeavour to pervert 
the Scriptures, and the ancient Friends Teſtimonies, 
as well as mine, but he takes here and there a 
Sentence 


more honourable to leave off Lying and Rat- 


( 46) 
Sentence that makes for | his Idolatrous Purpoſe, © 
and leaves out the foregoing and after Words, 
aud will have his own Diabolical Senſe contra” 
dict the original Contract between God and Man. 
As the firſt two Sentences, contain on- 
ly general Charges, without Particulars 
aſſigned, it can hardly be expected I ſhould 
plead to them : But in the Groſs, I deny them, 
and dare him to produce his Informant to my 
Face, with any honeſt. judicious Men, there 
to aſcertain any Facts which would give him 
Reaſon, in Publick, to denominate me as he 
has done. Would any Man-(who deſires to 
be found a fair and impartial Author) be di- 
verted from ſo grave a Subject, upon only a 
Suppoſition of his own, and an uncertain De- 
pendence uponInformation as his [1] imphes, 
inſinuate ſuch Falſhoods, upon ſo ſlender a 
Foundation? And which, if true, could 
not have been of any Ad vantage to his Cauſe, 
or Injury to me? For I know not who is ac- 
countable for the Miſcarriages of his Youth, 
who by an unblameable Converſation for ma- 
ny Years, hath manifeſted his Diſunity with 
them. And I am ſatisfied, if I had been e- 
ver ſo much guilty of that Practice, it is far 


tling at twenty one, than to continue it to ſe- 
venty fix, and whether Miliam Bromfield is 
the Man, upon the ſequel of this Defence, 
may appear to every 1mpartial Reader, 
I I cannot imagine what Authority my Op- 
ponent thinks he hath in the World, that he 
can imagine his 1pſe Dixits will be taken 
without Proof. How many timeshath he 
charged 


EA ( 47) | ; 
charged me with changing the Senſe and In- 
tentions of the Scripture, our ancient Friends, 
and alfo his own, with leaving Words out, 
and putting in others? But hath he brought a- 
ny one Inſtance to confirm it? Here again 
he charges me with the ſame, although I have 
not added any Word to eur antient Friend's 
Teſtimonies, nor changed any Intention of 
the Scriptures, or any Words of his. I there- 
fore, to theſe Indictments, plead not guilty ; 
nor have I any Buſineſs to give myſelf, and 
Reader, more Trouble than I need, to clear 
me from his Charges : I having done it ſaffi- 
ciently already, and believe, upon the whole, 
my Word will be taken in denying, as ſoon 
as his in aſſerting without Proof; ſeeing an 
Aſſertion, except in ſelf-evident Propoſitions 
calls for Proof, It 1s as falſe as any Thing, 
can be, to ſay, I will have my Senſe contra- 
dict the original Contra& between God and 
Man, (as he calls it, thongh it was not a Con- 
tract, but a Command: ) Which was as };t- 
liam Bromfield quotes it, Thou ſhalt have no 
Gods but me; and he that maketh or imagineth 
any other God in Heaven, or in Earth, or any 
Thing under the Earth, is an Idolater, and ac- 
curſed. | | | 

None but a partial Man (to ſay the leaſt 
of it) would go about to miſrepreſent my 
Words in ſuch a Manner. Did I ever go a- 
bout to make more Gods than one, or 1ma- 
gine any other God, than the one true and 
living God? No; I hold and believe in one 
true and indiviſible, eternal Eſſence, who 
created all Things, and by whom are all 

z Things 


he (48) | 
Things; to whom the Term God is appropri- 
ated and given, as the Governour and Ru- 
ler of the Univerſe; who, in Page 34. of 
my Examination, I ſay, fills all Space; who 
s not to be divided into Parts, nor eircum- 
ſcrib'd with Limits; and becauſe I go about 
Scripturally to maintain an intimate Union of 
the Divine and Human Naturesof Jeſus Chriſt, 
and by the Sacrifice of his holy Body, according 
to the Appointment of God, purchaſedRedemp- 
tion for Man, he will have me to make a Plu- 
rality of Gods; the which is as falſe as unfair, 
In the firſt Place, I would query whether 
William Bromfield allows that JeſusChriſt, who 
ſuffered without the Gates of Jeruſalem, ? (For 
I muſt be very diſtin what Jeſus Chriſt 
I ſpeak of becauſe he will have two.) 
Was, Firſt, the Sacrifice God had appointed, 
to make Atonement to himſelf for Mankind ? 
Secondly, Whether the ſhedding the Blood 
of that Body was univerſally efficacious to 
purge from Sin? 85 7 i 
Thirdly, Whether he was the Mediator be- 
tween God and Man.? 5k 
If he denies that Jeſus Chriſt was either of 
theſe, and that his Blood was not univerſally 
efficacious to purge from fin, then he muſt 
deny the many Teſtimonies of Scripture 
which aſſert him to be ſuch. 5 
If he allows that he was, as before mengion- 
ed, then he muſt account for his being ſuch, 
as he was mere Man ; the Abſurdity of which 
I ſhall endeavour to diſcover, ” And, 
Frſt, A Sacrifice in the Nature of it, ſuppo- 
ſes an Atonement for an Offence committed ; 
which, 


3 

which, when offer'd. to ſatisfy Juſtice, muſt 
be adequate to the Nature of, the Crime: The 
Offence was committed againſt an infinite 
God by our firſt Parents, and all their Po- 
ſterity, they being potentially in them, and. 
being of their Seed, partook of their fallen 
and depravd Nature, and was out of their 
Power to make Satiskackion to that offended 
God: Could Man then, ſimply as ſuch, make 
this Satisfaction? No !. For he was the Crimi- 
nal, and ſtood condemn'd in the Preſence: of 
God ; for Judgment came upon all Men to Condem- 
nation, Rom. v. 18. for that all have fianed, Rom. 
v. 12. | 

If Man could not make this Satisfaction, 
then Jeſus Chriſt, if he was mere Man, could 
not do it. | 3 

But Man could not make this Satisfaction. 

Therefore, if Jeſus Chriſt was mere Man, 
he could not do it. 

Secondiy, The Blood of Jeſus Chriſt being 
univerſally efficatious to purge from Sin, car- 
ries in its Idea an Abſurdity of his being. mere 
Man, which, as to the Nature of his Being, 
could not be; it ſuppoſes then, that he muſt 
be infinitely beyond all Men, conſidered. 
conjunctly; or elle, how could his Blood be 
ſo efficatiouſly diffuſed? | 

If the Blood of any Man. could nat be fo. - 
univerſally extended to. all Men, then if 
Teſas Chriſt was mere Man, his Blood could 
not bt ſo extended. 

But the firſt is true. 
here fore the laſt. 


. 
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That the Blood of Jeſus Chriſt was univer- 
ſally extended to all Men, I prove by theſe 
Scriptures, 1 John 11. 2, 3. And he is the Propi- 
tiation for our Sins ; and not for ours only, but alſo 
for the Sins of the whole World, Epheſians 11.13. 
But now in Chriſt Jeſus, ye, who ſometimes were 
. afar off, are made nigh, by the Blood of Chriſt, 
1. Tim. ii. 6. o gave himſelf a Ranſom for 
all, to be teſtified in due Time, Colo. i. 14, In 
whom we have Redemption through his Blood, even 
the Forgiveneſs of Sins. | ; 

Thirdly, a Mediator ſuppoſes a Medium be- 
tween two Extreams, and argues one greater 
in Affection and Favour with the Oftended, 
than the Offender. g 

As Man therefore was the Offender, ſo if 


Jeſus Chriſt was mere Man, he could not be 
the Mediator. | ; 


But the firſt is true. 

Therefore the laſt, 7 
That Jeſus Chriſt is the Mediator between 
God and Man, is proved by 1 Tim. 11.5. For 
there is one God and one Mediator between God and 
Man, the Man Chriſt Jeſus; Hebrews ix. 15. And 
for this Cauſe, he is the Mediator of the New Te- 
ſtament ; that by Means of Death, for the Redemp- 
tion of the Trangreſſions that were under the firſt 
Teſtament, they which are called, mi ght receive 
the Promiſe of eternal Inheritance. Es 

From all which it appears, that to aſſert 
Jeſus Chriſt to be mere Man, theſe Conſe- 
quences inevitably follow. And to eſtabliſh 
Wiliam Bromfieli's Doctrine, we muſt deny 
him in any of the Capacities before mention- 
ed, or otherwiſe agcount for his being ſuch, 

| as 


( 31.) 


as he was mere Man: The which cannot be 


done (to uſe William Bromfield's own Words) 


without contradicting the Senſe, and changing the 
Intention of the Scriptures. Nr 

- Theſe Matters being premiſed, I proceed 
to Page 14. for I take no farther Notice of 
him here, as to his aſſerting I go about to com- 


prehend in a mortal Body the Divinity of 


ourLord, it properly coming under my No- 
tice in another Place, where = doth unfairly 
Rate, and unjuſtly explode the Chriſtian Do- 
ctrine on that Account. 

William Bromfield ſays, It is not in this Man's 
_ Power to do Right or Juſtice to his Neighbour, for 


he leaves out the foregoing Words of this Sentence, | 


as alſo the following, which would explain, in great 
Meaſure, this Sentence. 
But hold! whether is the Man running now? 
He is going to make me neceſſarily determi- 
ned to do Injuſtice, by aſſerting I have not 
Power to do Right or Juſtice to my Neigh- 
bour: But then why doth he explode me for 
not doing what I have no Power to do? 
But as I take this to be a forward Aſſertion, 
I ſhall not hold him to it; though inJuſtice he 
ought to be called upon to prove his Aſſertion: 
For ſuppoſing I had not done Right to him, 
(which I will not allow,) will it from thence 
follow I have no Power to do Right or Juſtice 
to another? But this is a Copy of the Origi- 
nal. However, the Aſſertion and Charge are 
much alike : I have obſerved already, that it 
is not fair in an Author to make Complaint 
againſt his Opponent, for leaving out, or put- 
ting in Words, unleſs _ thereby his Intenti- 
| * ons 
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„ 
ons were abridged or altered: But in this it is 
manifeſt to the contrary ; for whereas Iquote, 
It is not by the Man Jeſus that "we are ſaved, 
but by Jeſus Chriſt the Eternal Spirit; he adds, 
who was with the Chtldzen f Iſrael in the Wil: 
derneſ., &c. as the Reader may ſee. So that 
the Object he ſpeaks of I ſtricily regarded in 
the Quotation, but did not rehearſe the pro- 
greſſive Acts of the Eternal Spirit, reſpecting 

the Children of Iſrael, the Jews, and Prophets. 

The Matter then that comes before us in 
this Debate, is, Whether the Eternal Spirit 
(that is God) did only influence the Man je- 
ſus? or whether he was eſſentially united to, 
and dwelt really and ſubſtantially in him? 
William Bromfield afterts that Jeſus Chriſt was 
a mortal Man, extraordinarily infſueneed by 
the Spirit of God; and that the Miracles he 
performed, were by virtue of that Influence 
which was of the ſame Kind which influ- 
' enc'd the Prophets; by which it 'muſtfol- 
low, the Actions he brought forth, were 
the Actions of a Man, partially confider'd, 
only influenced thereunto. 8 

I ſay, that it was the proper Eſſence of 
God united to the Human Nature of Jeſus 
Chriſt, and that the Actions he brought forth 
in that Body, as the Medium, were properly 
and intrinſically the Acts of God. 

To ſhew the Abſurdity of his Opinion, I 
obſerved, that it was not in the Power of 
one Man to offer up himſelf to God for the 
Salvation, much leſs to purchaſe Reconcilia- 
tion for the whole World, as it is teſtified, in 
divers Places in Scripture, Jeſus Chriſt * f 

Q 


(53) 
To which Wiliam Bromfield replies, What 
does he mean (meaning Henton Brown) by Rai- 
ling, and fooliſh Suppofitions, of one Mun offering 
up himſelf a Sacrifice to God, for the Salvation of 
_ this is quite remote from the Matter in 
Now L ere the Reader, whether this 
is fair Reaſoning, for him to evade the Force 
of my Argument, by ſaying, it is Railery, foo- 
liſh Suppofitions, and from the Matter in hand 
But if what he objects againſt of mine, be 
Railery, William Bromfield will come under a 
ſevere Imputation on that Account hereafter. 
He ſays, the \Queſtion is, Whether Jeſus Chriſt, 
the Eternal Spirit, was not the Laub ſlain from 
the Foundation of the World? ubether he was not 
with the | Children of Iſrael in the Wilderneſs ; re- 
proved. the old World for their Sins; was Crucified 
in Sodom and Egypt; was not in the Prophets 
in all Ages; and was the ſame "which was in the 


Man Jeſus, by (which he ſpoke, and did all his 


Miracles? : 

Theſe Wiliam Brompeld ſuppoſes to be the 
Queſtions: But I think he is very much miſta- 
ken; for the Queſtions (between him and I) 
are, Whether Jeſus Chriſt was the real Son of 
Joſeph, or really the Son of God; Conceived in 
the Womb of the Virgin Mary, by the over- 


ſhadowing of the Holy Ghoſt? Whether the 


Eternal Word was influentially with, or eſ- 
fentially united to his Human Nature, and 
dwelt ſubſtantially in that Body? and how 
the Names JeſusChrift came to be appropriate 
to the Eternal Spirit, diſtintt from him who 
Miliam Bromfield calls the Man Jeſus ? 110 

eſe 
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pear, (notwithſtanding Miliam Bromfield would 


- Theſe I take to be the Queſtions: So that 
the Difference conſiſts not only in Nomine, (as 
ſome have ſuggeſted,) but in the Quality of the 
Object. N n 
And in the ſucceeding Sentences it will a 


ſuppoſe that my meaning is not eaſily ac- 
counted for,) that he abſolutely contradicts 
himſelf, or elſe, muſt allow he knows not 
what it is he believes - For here he puts a 
Queſtion, Whether it was not the ſame Spirit 
which follow'd the Children of Iſrael ? and that 
the Man Tej::s foretold his Diſciples he would 
pray the Father to ſend in his Name? Now I 
would willingly know whether he regards the 
Compoſition of Letters, which makes the 
Name Jeſus, or whether he means, as is com- 
monly underſtood (by Name,) the Authority 
or Power of Jeſus; if he allows it in the for- 
mer Senſe, then it is plain the Eternal Spi- 
rit takes its Denomination from the Man 
Jeſus ; if the latter, then the Power of Je- 
ſus muſt be that of the Eternal Spirit, or ano- 
ther adequate to it. So that to take it in which 
Senſe ſoever he will, there is an apparent 
Inconſiſtency in his own Syſtem. _ © ** 
But he proceeds, Hall theſe Things be true, (ſays 
he,) what can this blind Hypocrite mean, by allowing 
Jeſus Chriſt to be called ſo by himſelf, but not by 
me? Let any Man that is in his right Senſes judge 
whether the Man is not mad with Malice, and 
confuſed in his Underſtanding. Now if any Man 
in his Senſes can tell what my Opponent 
means in theſe: Sentences, I am miſtaken ; 
for my Part, I cannot tell what he aims 15 
an 


and therefore am net able to reply to it: But 
ſure he forgot to mention one neceſſary Excep- 
tion in his Appeal; which is, Let any Man 
who is not a ig, in his right Senſes, judge; 
for he having made Madneſs the Characte- 
riſtick of 1/higgiſm, that I wonder how he 
my to mention that Exception, He goes on 
and ſays, I diſpute, that the Man Jeſus ſuffered 
as the Son of God, according to the Vill of God, 
but not as God. | | 

It is true, I did fay Jeſus Chriſt ſuffered 
as the. Son of God; but deny that I ſaid accor# 
ding to the Will of God, and not as God. And 
now hath not William Bromfield expoſed him- 
ſelf for charging me with adding Words not 
in his Book, when here he hath added Words 
not in mine, Not that I plead this, for that 
it any way affects my Point, but only to 
ſhew his Unfairneſs, for falſly complaining of 
that he is really guilty of himſelf. 

I need not labour to maintain my Aſſer- 
tion, that he ſuffered as the Son of God; for 
the Apoſtle Paul is a ſubſtantial Evidence for 
me, Rom. v. 10. For if when we were 
Enemies, we were reconciled to God by the 
Death of his Son, much more being recon- 
ciled, we ſhall be ſaved by his Life. 

From which Text it is evident, that Jeſus 
Chriſt who was crucified, was the Son of God, 
and that by his Death, we were reconciled 
unto God; and bythe Life of the ſame Jeſus 
we muſt know our being ſaved : So that the 
Obſervation of my Opponent hath noValidity 
in it; and if he will not object againſt this 

A Evidence 
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(3s) 
Evidence of the Apoſtle, in the Manner that 
he does, with regard to Marys Conception 
by the Holy Ghoſt, (viz. reject it as ratio- 
nal,) I think it muſt centre in a Refutation of 
his unſcriptural Principles, | 
Moreover, it is farther evident by a Text 
of Scripture which Viliam Bromfield him- 
ſelf produced, wiz. Hebrews ix. 4. For how 
much more ſhall the Blood of Chriſt, who' through 
the Eternal Spirit, offered himſelf without Spot to 
God, purge your Conſciences from deadVWorks, to ſerve 
the living God. 4. 
If then Jeſus Chriſt was not the Son of 
God, but a mere Creature, and was only in- 
fluenced to the Performance of his Duty, how 
could his Blood be fo effications, as to purge 
the Conſciences of Men from dead Works, to ſerve 
the Liviug God? This Text therefore mihitates 
ſtrongly againſt William 122 unleſs he 
can ſhew that the Blood of Jeſus, ſuffering as a 
mere Man, could be ſo efficatious to the 
Purpoſes above mentioned; ſo that it proves 
that Jeſus Chriſt ſuffered according to the 
Will of God; which Will or Word was united 
to him, and was a Part of his complex Per- 
ſon, according to which Will he ſuffered; not 
by the Will of Man, or his human Nature on- 
ly, but according to the Will, Power, and 
Determination of the Divine Eſſence; and 
which diſpoſed that Body asthe Holy Organ 
to the determined Purpoſes of his own Will, 
It is plain then, I do not make the Man Je- 
ſus, ſimply as ſuch, the Author of our Redemp- 
tion, any other ways than as the Eternal Word 
- Was 


( 37.) 
was united to him; and by virtue of whic 


Union it is aſcribed unto him. T3607 
Furthermore, it is evident from Heb, xii. 2. 


Looking unto Jeſus, the Author and Finiſher - 


of our Faith, who for the Joys ſet before him, 
endured the Croſs, and deſpiſing the Shame. 
How then is Jeſus the Author and Finiſher 
of our Faith? To conſider him ſimply as Man, 
he could not ; for then his Power muſt have 
terminated according to the Nature of his Be- 
ing; and I deny that any Man, ſimply con- 


fider'd, can be the Author and Finiſher of our 


Faith: He may, in ſome Reſpects, be ſaid to 
be mediately the Author of our Search af- 
ter Faith, and the Knowledge of God, but 
cannot be ſo, as in the Senſe intended by 
the Apoſtle, It then 1s a falſe Suggeſtion of 
William Bromfield to ſay, I will not allow God 
the Eternal Spirit, to have any Hand in our Re- 
demption, This is a manifeſt Perverſion of my 
Intentions : For on the contrary, I argue, the 
Eternal Spirit to be the Foundation of our 
Redemption; and the Human Nature which 
he aſſumed, and to which he united himſelf, 
deſcribed under the Denomination Jeſus, to 
be the Medium of his Actions; and as he 
was appointed for our Repemption, it was ac- 
cording to the Will and determinate Acting of 
the Eternal Eſſence with him, and which wag 
the Offering that Body on the Croſs ; the which 


(as being offered by the Eternal Word) was 


accepted as a ſufficient Purchaſe for the Re- 
demption of Mankind; and which is empha- 
tically ſet forth by the Apoſtle Perer 1. 18, 


© Foraſmuch as ye know that ye were not re- 
H deemed 
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* deemed with corruptible Things, às Silver 


mould quarrel about our Abilities in our Vo- 


more unbecoming one who would be thought 


Boy: But if he makes the not knowing of God 


Mey had known according to the Fleſh ; and 


38). 


* and Gold, from your vain Converſation, re- 
© ceived by Tradition from yourFathers, Ver. 
© 19. But with the precious Blood of Chriſt, 
as of a Lamb without Blemiſh and without 
© Spot.* See alſo Hebrews ix. 14, 28. 
I ſhall diſmiſs thisPoint at preſent, and re- 
mark that the latter End of the before-quoted 
Paragraph contains ſome more of his abuſive 
Rhetorick ; and what it hath to do with the 
Argument, I leave to the Reader's Judgment: 
I this Man, ſays William Bromfield, knows no 
more of his Watch-making, than he does of God 
and his Chriſt, he muſt be a ſad Bungler. 
But if I, who Milium Bromfield ſuppoſes a 
hot-headed Boy, was fo hot-headed as to be 
diverted from the Subject, to retort upon him 
in the like manner, it might be feared we 


cations, and turn our religious Diſpute into 
a Mechanick one ; which T think would be 


A cool-headed Detector, than a hot headed 


and Chrift the Characteriſtick of a Bungler, 
I am of Opinion my Opponent will ſoon come 
under that Imputation. 

I come now to Page 17. of his Reply, 
Where he ſays, 1's plain, the Man Jeſus 
was him whom the Apoſtle Paul ſpeaks of, that 


therefore he being gone, they knew 'him ſo 'no 
"more ; and his ſecund Appearance being come, even 
the Eternal Spirit in their Hearts, they knew, and 
thereby becatne new Creatures. : 
Now 


C IF ) 

Now Reader, I would query, whether thou 
canſt underſtand any Diſtinction HilkiamBroms 
field makes between Jeſus, whom the Apoſtle 
knew according to the Fleſh, and the Eternal 
Spirit being come in their Hearts For firſt 
he ſays, The Man Feſus was him who the Apoſtle 
Speaks of, whom they had known according to the 
Fleſh, &c. and his Second Appearance being come, 
even the Eternal Spirit in their Hearts. 

From which it is evident, that he here him- 
ſelf calls the ſame Jeſus (whom the Apoſtle 
had known aecarding to the Fleſh) the Eter- 
nal Spirit, notwithſtanding in other Places 
he blames me for calling ha God and Man; 
for obſerve the Term [ His] has immediate 
Relation to the ſame Being, and cannot admit 
of any other Conſtruction; if then his ſecond 
Appearance be the Eternal Spirit, his firſt 
Appearance muſt conſequently be the ſame, 
only differently manifeſting himſelf, the firſt 
by the Aſſumption of a human Body, the ſe- 
cond influentially in the Hearts of his Peo- 
ple. And upon the fame Bottom my Argu- 
ment before was founded; that of necelſity had 
Villiam Bromſiald acted like a Candid Difpu- 
tant, he muſt have acknowledged he had 
made uſe of the Terms improperly, or con- 
feſs'd he was caught in his own Snare. His 
Words are theſe : Aud for the Lord's upper, auhich 
is called a Sacrament, I ſbeu the Mord to be of 
none Effect, it being neuer inſtituted by Chriſt or his 
Apoſtles by any ſuch Name + But for the Hall ver 
which Chriſt eat with his Diſciples, that ceaſed in 
is ſecoud Coming. 


H 2 ; Hence 


Bromfield calls [ Chriſt ; ] and that it ceaſed in 
the ſecond Coming of the ſame Being, is al- 


ction of the firſt Coming of the Eternal Spi- 
. rit influentially in the Man Jeſus; which 


or by his fleſhly Manifeſtation, they ſoknow- 


his Manifeſtation being compleated, they 


5 


Hence it is evident, That that Being which 
eat the Paſſover with [his] Diſciples, William 


together juſtly inferrable from his owa Words; 
ſo that if the ſecond Coming of Chriſt was the 
Eternal Spirit, the firſt muſt conſequently be 
the ſame, and that was his appearing ſubſtanti- 
ally in that Modification, who eat the Paſſover 
with [This] Diſciples, as my Opponent very 
aptly confeſſes. 

It would be vain for him to make a Diſtin- 


cannot with any Propriety be aſſerted to be 
his firſt Coming, unleſs he will deny that he 
ever influenc'd any of the preceding Prophets 
and holy Men of God, and his following the 
Children of 1ſ-ael in the Wilderneſs, and be- 
ing the Spiritual Rock that followed them 
all; which Miliam Bromfield has aſſerted, and 
T have acknowledged. So how he will account 
for 1.”; influencing the Man Jeſus to be the firſt 
Coming of the Eternal Spirit, I cannot tell, 

But that it was really his firſt Coming, accor- 
ding to my Doctrine, is very evident, becauſe it 
was the firſt Time that ever the Eternal Word 
aſſumed the Nature of Man, and ſo appeared and 
converſed among mankind; which Eternal 
Spirit the Apoſtles knew according to Fleſh, 


ing him, and the Ends and Purpoſes of ſuch 


were no more to know him, ſa his Manifeſta- 
tion thereafter being Spiritual in their Hearts, 
More- 


ee 

Moreover, the Teſtimony of the Apoſtle 

on, is a cogent Argument to maintain this 

octrine. John 1. 14. And the Word was made 
(or took) Fleſh, and dwelt among ns, (and we be- 
held his Glory, the Glory as of the Only-begotten of 
the Father, full of Grace and Truth. 9 

How then is Jeſus to be conſider'd as the 
Only begotten of the Father ? And how were 
ws e high Characters properly applied unto + 

im? | 

Firſt, He was the Only-begotten of the Fa- 
ther, and was properly ſo called, by virtue 
of the miraculous Conception of that holy 
Body which was begotten by the Almighty 
Power of God, and fo was his Only-begotten 
Son in that reſpect, becauſe he had none other 
which it pleaſed him ſo miraculouſly to pro- 
duce, And, ; 

Secondly, He was more immediately and 
gloriouſly fo, by his uniting in Eſſence his 
own Eternal Word to him; and which ap- 
pears plainly from Hebrews 1. 3. Who being 
the Brightneſs of his Glory, and the expreſs 
Image of his Perſon (or Subſtance,) and up- 
holding all Things by the Word of his Power, 
when | he] had by himſelf purged our Sins, ſat 
down. on the right Hand of the Majeſty on high. 

Here then is aſcribed the glorious Chara- 
cters of infinite Majeſty unto him the Son of 
God ? And that it was the ſame who aſſumed 
our Nature is confirmed by himſelf purging 
our Sins, 

Theſe Characters then were applied unto 
Jeſus Chriſt by virtue of this Holy and Di. 
vine Union, which gave him a Title to re. 
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celye them, which could not otherypiſe be 


done, without the higheſt Imputation of Blaſ- 
phemy. Page 18. William Brompeld ſays, That 


by my nonſenſical Conſequences, I would preteud 
to prove he denies the firſt Coming of Chriſt. 


hich is nonſenſical for him to ſuppoſe , ' 


and if this 1s a true Copy of his Mind, L 
Mall begin very much to ſuſpect his Under- 
ſtanding, for he might eaſily ſee I aimed at 
the contrary ; which was; to ſhew, from his 
own Words, that he owned that Chrift who 
eat the Paſſover with his Diſciple, was the ſame 
Chriſt, at whoſe ſecond Coming it ceaſed ; and 
from thence I draw'd a fair Conſequence : If 
the latter was the Eternal Spirit, the former 
muſt be the ſame, according to the moſt juſt 
Conſtruction of his own Words. 

I come now to Page 19. where the Reader 
may - perceive that William Bromfield doth 
fully declare that Jeſus Chriſt was only a 
Man influenced by the Spirit of God: For 
quoting theſe Words of mine, Page 17. But 


that Jeſus Chriſt was only a Subſtitute, - 


and acted not of himſelf as the Son of God, 
© but only influenced by the Eternal Spirit, 
js abſolutely denied.) He adds for him- 
ſelf as his own Confeſſion, But the Man Jer 
us was ſo. . | 

From whence it 1s plain he denies that the 
Works performed by him were the pro- 
per Acts of the Eternal Spirit, but only as 
a Man influenced to perform them ; the 


which will hereafter be conſider'd. | | 
le goes, on and ſays, He cannot omit taking | 
#0tice- ſtil}, in every Place, he mates falſe Quotatir 


ons, 
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ons, aud and diminiſhes what he pleaſes : Let the 
| Reader look into the Original, and he will ſee Hen- 
| ton Brown's Fraue. | 
| I ſhould be glad the Readers would give 
= themſelves the Trouble to look into the Origi- 
nal, and ſee whether I have acted fraudulent- ? 
Iy by Wikiam Bromfield ; and then I am of 


= Opinion, (if it is a Fraud to add Words which 
Alter -the Senſe of any Sentence) that that 
= Imputation will be faſtened ſtrongly upon 
| himſelf. | 
$ In the firſt Place, he hath brought no In- 
: ſtance to prove his Aſſertion on me, nor in- 

| deed could he; and in the next I will 
ſhew he hath added Words which abſolutely 
alter the Senſe of mine, and are not in my 
Book; and likewiſe hath added Words in this 
Paragraph, which are not in his Book, or mine. 
What I quoted of William Bromfield's was the 


firſt Paragraph of the ſecond Article, with- | J 
: out any Abridgment, and ſtands thus: And = 
| it was by this Spirit that Jeſus ſpoke, and did all 1 
1 theſe excellent Things and Miracles in God's "07 


2 Name, and not of himſelf, as he confeſs d. 

| He hath quoted it thus: And it was by this 
Fine that the Man Feſus ſpoke, 8c, My Words 
| he quoted, are theſe, © That it was the Fter- 
© nal Spirit that did perform theſe excellent 
* Things and Miracles, will no doubt be gran- 
ted: But that Jeſus Chriſt (the Eternal Spi- 
Krit) was only a Subſtitute, and acted not 

© of himſelf as the Son of God, but only in- 
© fluenced by the Eternal Spirit, it is abſo- 
* lutely denied. The Words which he hath 
added, which are not in my Book, are | the 

| . Eternal 
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Eternal Spirit, J and which (if rightly quoted) 
at once ſuppoſes a foul Abſurdity in me; for that 
it is irrational, to ſay that the Eternal Spirit can 


be a Subſtitute; for let him act by what Medi- 


um he will, he cannot act by any Power greater 
than his own ; and to ſay he is a Subſtitute to 


himſelf, would be Nonſenſe, Beſides, I ſaid 


before that it was the Eternal Spirit that did 
perform theſe excellent Things and Miracles, 
and therefore would have been very weak 
in me to object the Eternal Spirit being a 
Subſtitute. But I believe the Truth is this, 
Wiliam Bromfield, by theſe Additions, thought 
a little to palliate his Crime, and therefore 
improperly and confuſedly added Words to 


| 2 6 him a Lift; but they rather aggravate 


is Guilt, than in any Meaſure extenuate it. 


However, my Opponent continues the 


ſame Man he was ; for he hath not taken 
any notice of one Text of Scripture I brought 
to maintain my Aſſertion, but goes on, aſſert- 
ing many Things, and proving nothing; 
therefore I come now to conſider thoſe Texts 
of Scripture he hath brought for Proofs of his 
Aſſertions; and how far they anſwer the Pur- 


Poſe, will appear. 


of the Man Jeſus, called the Chriſt, deny if thou 


To prove Jeſus to be the real Son of Jo- 


ſeph, he quotes Matthew xii. 8. Behold 


my Servant whom I have choſen, my Belo- 
wed, in whom my Soul is well pleaſed ; 1 will 
put my Spirit upon him; and he ſhall ſhew Judg- 
ment to the Gentiles, © e 

If this, ſays William Bromfield, was not ſpole 


dareſt 


x 


(8537) --- 


daveſs. It is now evident my Opponent is 


raiſing a Man of Straw, and fighting with it 
himſelf :I have noReaſon to deny that this was 


ſpoken of that very ſeſus who was born of 


| Many, and which this Text prophetically re- 

garded, and what I have always allowed ac- 
cording to Scripture Doctrine, that the Word 
took Fleſh, aſſumed our Nature, in which he 
did perform the Will of the Father; and in 
which reſpe& he was a Servant, the choſen 
Veſſel, the Beloved in which God the Father 
delighted, which is fully deſcribed by the 


Apoſtle, Phil. ii. 6, | * Who being in the form 


© of God, thought it not Robbery to be equal 
© with God. Ver. 7. But made himſelf of no 


< Reputation, and took upon him the Form of 


© a Servant, and was made in the Likeneſs of 


Men. Ver. 8. And being found in Faſhion as 
< a Man, he humbled himſelf, and became 
* obedientunto Death, even the Death of the 
© Croſs. Ver. 9. WhereforeGod alſo hath gal 
* exalted ham, and given him a Name whic 
© is above every Name. Ver. 10. That at the 


Name of Jeſus every Knee ſhould bow, of 
„Things in Heaven, and Things in Earth, 


* and Things under the Earth. 
From which Texts it is plain, in what Senſe 


Jeſus is to be. conſider d as a Servant, and alſo 


my Aſſertion is thereby ſtrongly maintained 
of the Divine Eſſence being united to his 


Human Nature: For he, who fo took on him 


the Form of a Servant, and was made in the 
Likeneſs of Men; thought it not Robbery to 
equal himfelf with God. Now he muſt be e- 
qual with God, either 1 or Power; 
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and it is impoſſible to be equal in Power, 
unleſs equal in Eſſence, and therefore muſt be 
God, who is equal with him. I would not 
have Wiliam Bromfield ſuppoſe that I make 
the Human Nature of Chriſt, abſtractedly con- 
ſider'd, to be equal with God; for that I plead 
in Exception to his Doctrine, becauſe it can- 
not be predicated of any mere Creature, 
without being guilty of Blaſphemy; and there- 
fore the Foundation for ſuch an Aſſertion, 
concerning 'Jeſus Chriſt, muſt be the Union 
of the Divine and Human Natures. | 

J come now to William Bromfield's next 
Proof, That Jeſus Chriſt was no more than a 
mere Man; which is Matthew x11. 28. But 
if I caſt out Devils by the Spirit of God, 
then the Kingdom of God is come unto you. 
And alſo from John xii. 49. © For I have 
not ſpoken of myſelf, but the Father which 
* ſent me ʒ he gave me a Commandment what 
I ſhould fay, and what I ſhould ſpeak. 

To which I obſerve, that theſe Texts a- 
mounts to no more, than that it was the 
Power of God which caſt out ' Devils: For 
whatſoever was performed by Jeſus, was the 
Act of the Father; ſo that when he wrought 
Miracles, it was the Power of God by which 
they were wrought ; and when he ſpoke, it 
it was by the ſame; . becauſe the Eſſence of 
God was united to hum, Jeſus Chriſt was al- 
ways very careful of attributing any of the 

Wonders he performed to his Human Na- 
ture only, which he well knew might have 
been conſtrued Blaſphemy by the Jews. : For 
that it was not in the Power of any mere Man 

| A to 


(67) 
to perform theſe Acts, which nothing ſhort 
of an infinite Power could do. He then, in 
theſe Expreſſions, could intend nothing elſe 
than attributing thoſe wonderful Effects; to 
the Cauſe which was only able to produce 
them, and which was his Divine Nature, to 
whom only the Glory was to be aſcribed ; for 
he often repreſented himſelf as Man, and 
therefore as ſuch he diſclaimed the Attribu- 
tion of the Glory for the Performance of thoſe 
Wonders; ſo that theſe Texts, brought by Wil- 
liam Bromfield, do not any way invalidate the 
Divinity of Chriſt Jeſus, but only ſettles the 
Glory due to that Power, by which the Mi- 
racles were performed, and is an Argument 
of his Divinity, ſeeing the Apoſtle Paul aſ- 
ſerteth, Coloſ. ii. 9. That in him dwelleth 
all the Fulneſs of the Godhead bodily. And 
again, Coloſ. i. 19. For it pleaſed the Fa- 
ther, that in him ſhould all Fulneſs dwell.” 
And likewiſe what Chriſt aſſerted of himſelf, 
© that he had all Power in Heaven and in 
Earth; that he had Life in himſelf; that 
© he that had ſeen him, had ſeen the Father; 
that he was in the Father, and the Father 
* in him; and that he and his Father were 
© one,” All this he aſſerted of himſelf, which 
William Browfield hath not taken any notice 
of, ſo as to anſwer; and thereſore they re- 
main as invincible Bulwarks againſt his 

Attempts. 1 8 
The next Text he produces, is one abſolutely 
againſt himſelf; which is John xiv. 10, 24. 
* Believeſt thou not that I am in the Father, 
and the Father in me? The Words that I 
a r * ſpeak” 


and it is impoſſible to be equal in Power, 
unleſs equal in Eſſence, and therefore muſt be 
God, 5 equal with him. I would not 
have William Bromfield ſuppoſe that I make 
the Human Nature of Chriſt, abſtractedly con- 
ſider'd, to be equal with God; for that I plead 
in Exception to his Doctrine, becauſe it can- 
not be predicated of any mere Creature, 
without being guilty of Blaſphemy; and there- 
fore the Foundation for ſuch an Aſſertion, 
concerning 'Jeſus Chrift, muſt be the Union 
of the Divine and Human Natures. | 
I come now to William Bromfield's next 
Proof, That Jeſus Chriſt was no more than a 
mere Man; which is Matthew X11, 28. But 
if I caſt out Devils by the Spirit of God, 
then the Kingdom of God is come unto you. 
And alſo from John xii. 49. For I have 
not ſpoken of myſelf, but the Father which 
* ſent me ; he gave me a Commandment what 
I ſhould fay, and what I ſhould ſpeak. 
Io which I obſerve, - that theſe Texts a- 
mounts to no more, than that it was the 
Power of God which caſt out Devils: For 
whatſoever was performed by Jeſus, was the 
Act of the Father; ſo that when he wrought 
Miracles, it was the Power of God by which 
they were wrought ; and. when he ſpoke, it 
it was by the ſame; becauſe the Effence of 
God was united to hum, Jeſus Chriſt was al- 
ways very careful of attributing any of the 
Wonders he performed to his - Human Na- 
ture only, which he well knew might have 
been conſtrued Blaſphemy by the Jews. : For 
that it was notinthe Power of any mere Man 
Pe WR bs to 
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to perform theſe Acts, which nothing ſhort 


of an infinite Power could do. He then, in 
theſe Expreſſions, could intend nothing elſe 


than attributing thoſe wonderful Effects; to 
the Cauſe which was only able to produce 
them, and which was his Divine Nature, to 
whom only the Glory was to be aſcribed , for 
he often repreſented himſelf as Man, and 
therefore as ſuch he diſclaimed the Attribu- 
tion of the Glory for the Performance of thoſe 
Wonders; ſo that theſe Texts, brought by il. 
liam Bromfield, do not any way invalidate the 
Divinity of Chriſt Jeſus, but only ſettles the 
Glory due to that Power, by which the Mi- 
racles were performed, and is an Argument 
of his Divinity, ſeeing the Apoſtle Paul aſ- 
ſerteth, Coloſ. ii. 9. That in him dwelleth 
* all the Fulneſs of the Godhead bodily.” And 
again, Colof, i. 19. For it pleaſed the Fa- 
* ther, that in him ſhould all Fulneſs dwell.” 
And likewiſe what Chriſt aſſerted of himſelf, 
© that he had all Power in Heaven and in 
Earth; that he had Life in himſelf; that 
© he that had ſeen him, had ſeen the Father 
that he was in the Father, and the Father 
in him; and that he and his Father were 
© one,” All this he aſſerted of himſelf, which 
William Browfield hath not taken any notice 
of, ſo as to anſwer ; and thereſore they re- 
main as. invincible Bulwarks againſt his 
Attempts. / BUT Red 
The next Text he produces,is one abſolutely 
againſt himſelf ; which is John xiv. 10, 24. 


Believeſt thou not that Tam in the Father, 
* and the Father in me? The Words that I 


1 * ſpeak 
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fpeak unto I ſpeak not of my ſelf; but 
3 the Father — duellech in me, he doeth 
the Works. Ver. 24. Believe me, that I am in 
* the Father, and the Father in me, or elſe 
1188 believe me for the very Works ſake. * 
| And then he proceeds in his uſual Dialed. 
p Now, Hypocrite and Lyar, own or difown, if 
 thow daveſt, theſe Scriptures : If they be true, Je- 
fas did nothing of himſelf, but that he was one 
with the Father in Spirit, and the Father in him 
by the ſame, William Bromfield never denied : 
F thoi owns them, thou gives thy ſelf the Lye ; and 
if thou diſoums them, thou calls thy God Jeſus a 
Lyar ; ant therefore I adviſe thee at an Elder of 
in compariſon of me, to repent and forſake thy 
Lyes awd Blaſphemies againſt the Holy Ghoft, or 
God will avenge my Cauſe, who am oppreft by thy 
hing Tongue, falſe Aſſertions, Equi vocatibns, and 
 memal Reſervations, There is not a Prieft in 
Europe, in all the Tribes of Babylon, could 
have broachd more Lyes and falfe Suggeſtions to 
drown Truth, than thou haft done.” © 
Now Reader, I query whether theſe are not 
railing Accuſations, rather than Reaſoning : 
If they are, then will 2/;8iam Bromfield ma- 
niifeſt himſelf, in Page 25. of his Reply; and 
as I ſhall take notice of him, when I come 
to confider that Page, I ſhall wave it at pre- 
ſent, and return to the Argument. I have al- 
ready obſerved, that the Words and Works 
which Jeſus ſpake and did, were the imme- 
diate Acts of the divine Being, and as ſuch 
they were the Words and Works of the Fa- 
ther, by whom they were * 3 


Py 
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duced thro' the Son, and therefore he ſo par- 
ticularly aſcribed them to the Divine Nature, 
as the proper Foundation of their Being; and 
which otherwiſe could not have anſwered the 
Ends and determinate Purpoſesof God: The 
Diſtinction then which is plainly intended in 
the foregoing Texts, is, toſhew that they were 
the Works of God, and not of Man : But the 

do not infer that that Power was not eſſential- 
ly in Jeſus; The contrar 


Reis by his 
aſſerting he and the Father were one, John 


x. 30. although William Bromfield would leſ- 
ſen the Force of this Text, by pleading 
he was one with the Father in Spirit; which 
is but a mean Subterfuge, for in the forego- 
ing Verſes, he declares the Omnipotence of his 
Father; and then in the ſucceeding Verſe 
he ſays, Jaud my Father are one So that it 
expreſly infers, that their Unity conſiſted 
in Omnipotence, and not only in Will 
and Conſent, as is commonly inſinua- 
ted. Moreover, 0 Verſes to which . 
William Bromfield quoted, are very neceffary 
to unfold the following, and which do fully 
revert.this Argument, John xiv. 7, If ye 
had known me, ye ſhould have known my 
Father alſo; and from henceforth ye know 
hin, and ha ve ſeen him. Ver. 8. Philip ſaith 
unto him, Lord ſhew us the Father, and 
* it ſufficeth us. Ver. 9. Jeſus ſaith unto him, 
have I been ſo long Time with you, and yet 
* haſt thou not known me, Philip ? He 
* that hath ſeen me, hath ſeen the Father, and 
how ſayeſt thou then, ſhew us the Father? 
But in Page 21. Paragraph ſecond, my 
Opponent doth beat himſelf with his own 
eee, Weapons 
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Weapons, as will appear. For its plain (ſay 
William Bromfield) he ſpoke in the 2 5 
God, the Eternal Spirit, who had Life in himſelf; 
and he that ſaw, with a Spiritual Eye, the Spi- 
rit that was in Jeſus, ſaw the Father, and that 
Je and the Father were one, and all Power in Hea- 
ven and in Earth was in him, | that is, God.] This 
was no Blaſphemy in the Son of God, the Eternal 
Spirit, which came out of the Boſom of the Father, 
zo ſpeak and declare; but if Jeſus had not ſpoke by 
that Spirit, it would have been ſo. | 

Now, Reader, if thou wilt compare this Pa- 
ragraph with the dapper William Brom- 
Field's Reply, thou may ſee what Con- 
fuſion he makes in his Writing; one time he 
will have Jeſus to be the real Son of Joſeph, 
(and fo a common and ordinary Creature;) a- 
nother time he will have him to be one with 
God in Spirit. Now he fully and amply al- 
lows him to be the Son of God, the Eternal 
Spirit, by theſe Words, I was no Blaſphemy in 
the Son of God, the Eternal Spirit, who came out 
of the Boſom of the Father, to ſpeak and declare, 8c. 

Now it 1s a very fair Queſtion to ask, who 
it is Wiliam Bromfield regards, that did ſo 
ſpeak and declare theſe Words, (which I ſup- 
peſe he hathReference to,) That he hadLife in 

* himſelf, that he and the Father were one; 
* that all Power in Heaven and Farth was gi- 
ven to him :*I ſay, who ſpoke theſe Words? 
Was he, the very Jeſus, who appeared a- 
mongſt, and converſed withMankind? Or was 
he not? If he was, then, according to Mil- 
liam Bromfield's Argument, he was the Son of 
God, the Eternal Spirit, ſeeing, he ſays, H 


N 
u the Son of God, the Eternal Spirit, that did 
ſo ſpeak and declare: If he denies that he was, 


then I demand him to ſhew his Authority 


for his Negation. But in the ſucceeding Sen- 


tence he confirms it himſelf, that he was the 


ſame Jeſus, as before obſerved intheſe Words, 
But if Jeſus: had not ſpoke by that Spirit, it 
would have been ſo, (that is Blaſphemy.) From 
whence, if he ſhould infer that it was the 
Son of God, who ſpake through the Man Je- 
ſus, and made him the Organ of his Speech, 


why then he muſt allow that the Son of God, 


the Eternal Spirit, preciſely underſtood, muſt 
be properly and eſſentially in that Body. 
Moreover, if it was the Man ſeſus (that ſpoke 
by virtue of being influenced by the Spirit 
of God, as he aſſerts,) he either ſpoke reſpect- 
ing himſelf, or another Being greater than 
himſelf. If he ſpoke of another Being, and 
that Being was God, it was Blaſphemy in 


him, ſo to perſonate | God, ] as to aſſume his 


Titles and Characters, and place himſelf in 


his ſtead; for he ſays, I am ſo, and fo 7 have 


Life in my ſelf ; all Power in Heaven and Earth 
is given unto me: Whereas, on the contrary, he 
ought to have attributed all the Glory to 
God, as being altogether his Due, and not 
have taken any to himſelf, But it is ver) 
evident he did not make any ſuch Diſtincti- 
ons, but aſſerted them as his own Properties. 
From all which, it is plain, Miliam Bromfield 
hath deſtroyed his own Argument, by allow- 
ing it was the Eternal Spirit who did ſpeak 
and declare, as 1s beforerecited, and which, 
he ſays, was Jeſus Chriſt, 

| JI I 
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I proceed to Page 22. Paragraph ſecond, 
where my Opponent begins, Now, Blaſphe- 
mer, confider what thou haſt aſſerted, and ſee whe 
ther thou art not blaſpheming againſt the Holy 
Ghoſt, in endeavouring to make the Eternal Spi- 
rit, which is the Holy Ghoſt, a mortal Man: Is 
it becoming one who pretends to be an Elder 
in Iſrael, fo bare-fac'd and ſo daringly to aſ- 
ſert a Thing, for which he hath no Foundati- 
on? Reader, I appeal to thy Judgment, whe- 
ther I have in any Part of my Book, gone 
about to make the Holy Ghoſt a mortal Man, 
It is enough for me here utterly to deny it, 
becauſe I ſhall take notice of it again here- 
after, and fo go on the next Paragraph. 

William Bromfield, in all his Book owns, that 
God was in Chriſt, reconciling the World unto him- 

ſelf. But in what manner this Acknowledg- 

ment is to be conſider'd, he hath concealed 
here, though in-other Places he explains it, 
which is, That God was influentially in him, as 
4 Prophet who brought and taught the New Co- 
venant, and laid down his Life for a Teſtimony 
thereof, This is the Purport of YViliam Brom- 
field's Doctrine throughout; his Book, namely, 
that Jeſus Chriſt was the real Son of Joſeph ; 
that he was influenced by the Spirit of God; 
by virtue of which Influence, he calls him 
Chriſt; and this Acknowledgment of his, 
laſt quoted, That God was in Chriſt, reconci- 
ling the World unto himſelf. If the other 

Parts of his Book may be admitted Eviden- 
ces againſt him, he intends and means, by 
God in Chriſt, only the Influence of his Spi- 
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rit in the Man Jeſus ; and whether the offer- 
ing up the Life of ſuch a Perſon would be ef- 
fectual for the reconciling the World unto 
God, let the Chriſtian Reader Judge. 

Paragraph the Fourth, my Opponent ſays, 
He never heard any honeſt and ſenfible Preacher, 
called a Quaker, ever ſay, that that Body which the 
Man Jeſus carried, was God, until I find it now 
by an Apoſtate; or that he ſuffered as a God ; which 
even the Babyloniſh Prieſts themſelves diſown 
that he ſuffered as God. 

But this is another Aſſertion of his, with- 
out the leaſt Shade of Truth to ſupport it; nor 
hath, nor can he prove, that I ſaid that Bo- 
dy which the Eternal Word took up, was 
God; and which no wayscan be inferred from 
my Words; for I plead that Jeſus Chriſt was 
God and Man, in two proper and diſtinct 
Natures , the one Divine, the other Hu- 
man, Now did I ſay that the Manhood was 
the Godhead, or the Godhead was Manhood ? 
Or that. they could properly be denominated 
ſo ſeparately and disjun& from each other; 
No? And therefore I deny that ever I called 
the Body of the Man Jeſus, God, in an ab- 
{tracted Senſe. 12 5 

I did ſay he ſuffered as the Son of God, 
and doubt not, ſhall prove it ſubſtantially in 
its Place; although I did not fay the Divine 
Being, preciſely nnderſtood, did or could ſuf- 
fer, 1t being not liable to Paſlion or Aﬀec- 
tion; but that Jeſus Chrift ſuffered as the Son 
of God, I have already proved in Page 80. 
by Romans V. 10. For if when we were Enemies, 
we were reconciled to 8 by the Death of his 

| Jon, 
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Son, much more being reconciled, we ſhall be ſas 
wed by his Life. Divers more Texts of Scrip- 
ture I ogy produce to ſtrengthen this ; but 
0 


it being ſo much to the Purpoſe, I need not 
detain the Reader. | | 
And this I conceive is no ways repugnant to 
ſound Reaſon, as may further appear, becauſe 
he was the Son of God, really. with regard to 
the Exiſtence of his Human Nature; for 
Mary conceived by the Over-ſhadowing of the 
Holy Ghoſt, though William Bromfielddemies it, 
Matt. 1, 20. And the Angel that appeared unto 
Joſeph, ſawh+ unto him, fear not to take unto 
thee, Mary thy Wife ; for that which is conceiv- 
ed in her, is of the Holy Ghoſt: And Luke 1. 31, 
32. And behold thou ſhalt conceive inthy Womb, and 
bring forth a Son, and ſhalt cull his Name Jeſus : He 
ſhall be great, and ſhall be called the Son of the High- 
eft ; and the Lord God ſhall give unto him the Throne 
of his Father David. It is then from hence, 
that this Jeſus was the Son of God; not only 
becauſe the Eternal Word was united to him, 
but alſo by being conceived by the Over-ſha- 
dowing of the Holy Ghoſt ; and fo in that 
peculiar Reſpe& he was the Son of God, [not 
a Son, ] but the Son, being the Only and Firſt- 
begotten of the Father. And this very Je- 
ſus (who was ſo begotten, and was the Son 
of the Higheſt) was crucified; and therefore 
ſuffered as he was the Son of God, prepared 
by the Father for that Purpoſe, dad brought 
to it by his own Will, which was the immedi- 
ate Cauſe of all his Actings. 
Having ſaid enough to this Point, as fully 
to anſwer his Objections, I come now to conſi- 
der 


2 1 
ſider that Part of Page 24. which relates to 
myſelf; and although Villiam Bromfield would 
not be ſuppoſed an envious Man, yet he gives 
me Reaſon here to appeal to the Impartial, 
what other Conſtruction can be put on him: 
For in the Beginning of this Page, to 
render me as odious as he can in the Eyes 
of my Brethren, trumps up an old Circum- 
. ſtance of my marrying by the Prieſt ; the 
which I ſhall beſtow a little Time on, not 
only to ſhew how unfair and miſtaken he is, 
but alſo to clear myſelf from the Imputati- 
on of his Reflections on that Account. 

His Words are theſe, But Henton Brown 
knows nothing of this Spiritual Mork; for he ha- 
"wing gone back again into Babylon (if he ever 
was out of it) by joining with their Doctrine, de- 
uying his Father and Mothers Marriage lawful, 
terming them thereby Rogue and Whore, and him- 
| ſelf a Baſtard, by going to thoſe Prieſts ſor a Mar- 
riage for himpelf. | 

Well, Reader, doſt thou think theſe Expreſ- * 
fions fit to come from one who would be 
counted an Elder in Jrael? And doſt thou 
believe they are railing Accuſations, or not? 

But ſuppoſe Milliam Bromfield ſhould be miſ- 
taken about my Father and Mother's Marriage, 
ought not he to ſubmit, and allow himſelf in 
the Wrong? Which JI am certain he is; for m 
Father and Mother being not of the People cal- 
led Quakers, when they married, ſo con- 
ſequently could not be married among them, 
but they were married by the Babyloniſb Prieſts, 

as William Bromfield calls them, and ſo was 
I; and then, pray, how have I denied their 
K 2 M.arriage 


Marriage lawful 2 My Opponent and his In- 
formant (if he had any) are quite out this 
Time. But ſuppoſing they had been marri- 

ed among the People, called Quakers, as their 

| Marriages are accounted valid, how could 
I term them Rogue and Whore, and myſelf 
a Baſtard? For if T had acted on a Point of 
Judgment, and preferr'd the other Way be- 


fore that, muſt it neceſſarily be ſuppoſed, - 


that becauſe I did not like the Marriages of 


the People, called Qnakers, ſo well as the o- 
ther, they muſt be unlawful, and my Father 


a Rogue, my Mother Whore, and my ſelf a 
Baſtard ? How could an aged Man have no 
more modeſty, than to put ſuch Billingſgate 
Stuff into a Book, which was wrote on a = i 
ous Controverſy? But I rather think he * 
ſigned this for a general Reflexion, and took 
this Opportunity to vend his rebellious Wrath 
upon me. | 

But to prevent any wrong Imputation, I 
do in Publick, acknowledge, that when I 
married, although I was nominally a Quaker, 
_ yet not throughly convinced in my Under- 
ſtanding that Way, and therefore was Matter 
of Indiftterence to me where I married, and 
was not done 1n- Point of Judgment, to deny 


the Marriages of the People called Quakers 


lawful, I having not given my ſelf Time to 
conſider any Thing about it, it being an early 
Ape I joined myſelſ in that Contract; for 
which Act, although it was'not an Act of Judg- 
ment, yet when I came to riper Years, and 
beheld the good Order and Diſcipline, of my 
Brethren, whom I deſired to hold Communi- 


=. 
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on with, knowing then that it was contrary 
to the Rule of the Society, I thought it ne- 


ceſſary to acknowledge my Diſlike, that I 
ſhould make a Breach in the Rule of any So- 


ciety, I was inclined to join myſelf a Mem- 


ber to. And as my Friends, to whom pro- 
perly I was accountable, accepted what I 
offer d as a ſufficient Expiation for the Com- 
miſſion of that Action, was it fair, and like 
a Diſputant, to make uſe of it as an Argu-; 
ment apainſt my writing an Anſwer to him. 
Thus have I truly unfolded this great Affair, 
in which he hath ſeemed ſo much to triumph: 
But whether is it to his Honour, to treat one 


after this Manner, who writes in Defence of 


the Chriſtian Doctrine, I leave the Reader 
to judge; nor ſhould I have taken notice of 
thoſe Reproaches, with regard to myſelf, were 
it not to ſhew what mean Subterfuges Men 
will make uſe of in the Defence of a bad 
Cauſe. 

However, ſays William Bromſield, I wil 
bring no railing Accuſations againſt this Man, 
but ſhall ſay with the Angel to Satan, the Lord 
rebuke thee for thy wilful Ignorance, Blaſphemy, 
and malicious Reflections, &c. | 


Now, Reader, doſt thou believe 1Villiam 


Bromfield ſpeaks Truth? He ſays he will brin 
no railing Accuſations againſt me. But I wil 
give thee the Catalogue, and then judge: He 
ſays, Iam one of theChampions of the Apoſtates, 
* a hot-headed Boy, a Scandal to my Profeſſion, 
* the Champion of Antichriſt; that I am mad; 
* that I talk, lye, and rattle from my Child- 
hood; I will have my own * : 
| | * that 


- 
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< that Tam mad with Malice, a Thief, and a 
© Robber;Thave jeſuitical Inſinuations, and am 
an H me ; that there is never a 
Prieſt in Europe could broach*'more Lyes and 
< falleSuggeſtions thanT have done; that I am a 
< Blaſphemer, that by going to thePrieſt, for a 
Marriage, I te my Father and Mother 
Rogue and Whore, and myſelf a Baſtard; that 
I am ignorant and impudent, Or. and yet 
my Opponent {aid he would bring no railing 
Accuſations againſt me: But, indeed, Ithink 
he has brought enough to prove he ſpeaks un- 
truly; for if theſe be not railing Accuſati- 
ons, pray what could he ſay more to amount 
to them, except he had called me Rogue and 
Villain, or ſuch like? But left he ſhould ex- 
cuſe himſelf, under the Term, He will bring 
no railing Acauſations, and which regards 
the future, Iwill here produce ſeveral other 
after he had made this Promiſe, and which 
will further manifeſt what he is, and even in 
the ſame 32 25. immediately ſucceeding 
his Promiſe, he ſays, The Lord rebuke thee 
« for thy wilful Ignorance, Blaſphemy, and 
malicious Reflections: Page 31. he ſays, 1 
am out of my Senſes, or never had any that 
£ were true.” Page 38. © Tam a noiſy filly Fel- 
low. Page 39. That Iam an obſtinate Apo- 
« ſtate and Hypoerite, a wild Man inDarkneſs. 
Page 42. A Champion of Antichriſt, an ig- 
norant Mechanick, an audacious Man, Page 
47. That I am a bold lying Fellow, and 
© makes noScruple of calling Truth Falſhood, 
and Falſhood Truth. But Reader I ſtop here, 
at Page 50, where in the Proſecution of my 
| giving 
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iving a Catalogue of William Bromfield's rai- 
4 I find him here to confirm 
himſelf to be what thou mayeſt eaſily deter- 
mine; 1 wil! not [ſays he] npbraid nor glory over 
this poor young Man. But pray mind if he has not 
forgot himſelf; nor expoſe his fooliſh Suppoſttions 
and falſe Aſertions, with lying Accuſations, &c. And 
then proceeds, Page 51. Vain Man, I conjure 
thee upon thy Life. Page. 55. an Apoſtate and 
Hypocrite , and with many more hard Names, 
which would be tedious to mention, This 
Catalogue which I have already given, being 
ſufficient to convict him, I ſhall leave it to 
the Reader to paſs Sentence on him according 
to his Demerit, and return to Page 25. from 
which I was occaftonally diverted by the fore- 
going Circumſtances ; where he quotes theſe 
Words: from my Examination, Fol. 23. That 
it may be, Moſes might not have ſo clear as 
View; he ou in, as the ſucceeding Prophets. 
(Which I did not ſay;) but leaves out theſe. 
Words, or at Jeaft, did not give his Prophe- 
cy fo particular; and then I add, that the 
ſucceeding Prephecies may be explanatory to that 
of Moſes. And which I thewed in di- 
vers Inſtances, the which he ridicules as a 
lame Argument, although he hath not eſſayed 
to manifeſt it to be ſuch ; nor hath. he conſi- 
ſidered any one Inftance I brought for Con- 
firmation of my Suppoſition, but endeavours 
to evade the Force of them, by aſſerting a 
Contradiction to Jefus Chriſt's own Words, 
as followeth : For from Moſes, till Jeſus Chriſt 
came in the Fleſh, none was ſo great as Moſes, 
eee | Whereas 
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Whereas Chriſt ſaith; Matthew ix. II. Fe. 
rij 1 Jay unta you, among them that are born of 
Women, there hath not riſen à greater than John 
the Baptiſt ; notwithſtanding, he that is leaſt in 
the Kingdom of Heaven, is greater than he. | 
From which it appears, that this Aſſertion 
of Wiliam Bromfield's is wrong, as well as 
many others before manifeſted; nor hath he 
conſider'd any of the Prophecies I quoted, to 
ſhew they were explanatory to Moſes, but 
only ſays, I 33 them to fill up my 
Book, although they have ſuch a ſingular re- 
gard to the very Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt, and 
to whom they aſcribe the Characters of Infi- 
nite Majeſty. . 99 | 

William Bromfield ſays, alſo in this ſame Pa- 
ragraph, that he don't find any of them (meaning 
the Prophets) but ſpeak waſtly different between 
the Man Jeſus, called the Chrift, who | was teſti- 
fied of as a Servant, the Meſſenger of the New 
Covenant, and Jeſus Chriſt the Eternal Spirit, 
that he was endued with, But he would have 
done well to have ſhewed the vaſt Difference 
the Prophets made between thoſe Beings de- 
ſcribed by the fame individual Names : For 
my Part, I cannot ſee any they make; for 
the Characters and Properties of God are ap- 
propriated to that very Being, the Man - 
ſus called the Chriſt, (as William Bromfield 
ſtiles him,) without any Diſtinction from his 
Manhood. Nor could it be otherwiſe ; for I 
ſhall hereafter ſhew that he was both God 
apd Man, and ſo had the Characters and Pro- 
perties of each Nature aſcribed: to him, by 
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virtue of thoſe Natures, being united i in one 
and the ſelf ſame Perſon. 

I proceed, and come to Page 26. where my 
Opponent dothgive me an Advantage to ſtate 
an Argument, which entirely overturns his 
Syſtem. He ſays, I: muſt be acknowledged there 
were divers in the Holy Scriptures that were cal 
led Saviours, as Joſhua and others, yet there was 
none ever called the Univerſal Saviour but God 
himſelf, who declared he was the God of Iſrael 
and their Saviour. © 

I grant readily, there were thoſe in Scrip- 
ture who were called Saviours ; and alſo, that 
none ever was called the Univerſal Saviour 
but God himſelf, it being his incommuni- 
cable Property, Now if none was ever cal- 
led the Univerſal Saviour, but God; then 
if Jeſus Chriſt was called the Univerſal Sa- | 
viour, he is God. | 

But Jeſus Chriſt was called the Univerſal 
Saviour, therefore he is God. 

The Hypotheſis is, upon which this Argu- 
ment is founded, is juſtly inferrable from 
William Bromfeeld s own Confeſſion, and the 
Propoſitions and Conſequences following are b 
evident. My Buſineſs then to prevent t 
from any Invaſion, is to ſhew that that In- 
communicable Property of God (the Univer- 
{al Saviour) is applied unto Jeſbs Chriſt. | 

I take it, that the Word Univerſal, as here 
made uſe of, is to ſignify the Power and 
Extenſion of ſich Power of He, who is the 
Saviour, and made uſe of to ſhew the Dif- 
ference between thoſe who were called Sa- 
viours in ſome Common, Ordinary, and Ex- 


ternal Acts, and He, who was the Almighty 
'L: Sa vi. 


Saviour, diſtinguiſh'd and dignify'd by that 
Power which was able to fave from Sin, 
and called Univerſal, becauſe it 1s the high- 
eſt Capacity in which any Saviour can be 
conſider' d. And ſuch a one Jeſus Chriſt is 
declared to be in theſe following Teſtimo- 

— nies of Scripture, Matthew 1, 21. And ſbe ſpal 
bHbBring forth a. Son, and thou ſhalt call his Name 
x Jiaeſus, for he ſhall ſave his People from their Sins 
ohn iv. 42 And many more believed, becauſe 

of his own Word, and ſaid unto © the Woman, 
Now wwe believe, not becauſe of thy | Saying, for ue 

have heard him our ſelves, and know that this i 

_  Tadeed the Chriſt, 'the Saviour of the World. Acts 
iii. 23. Of this Man's Seed hath God, accor- 
ding to his. Promiſe, raiſed unto Iſrael a Savi 

our, Jeſus. Ver. 28. Be it known unto you, Men 

and Brethren, that through him is preached unt 

you the Forgiveneſs of Sins. Ver. 39. And b 

| him, all that believe are juſtified from all Things; 

2 from which ye could not he juſtified by the Lau 
_ of Moſes. Tan iv. 14. And ue have ſeen; 

and do teſtify, that the Father ſent the Son to be 

the Saviour of the World. Ver. 15. Whoſoe 

vier. ſhall confeſs that Jeſus is the Son of God, God 
dwelleth in him, and he in God. Luke ii. 11. Fr 

unto you is born this Day, in the City of David, a 

Saviour, which is Chriſt the Lord, Luke 11, 10. 

- From all which Teſtimones, and many 

more, which might be produced the higheſt 
Properties of a Saviour are applied to Cs 
Chriſt, and than which there is no other. For 

none can fave from Sin, but God: But Je 

ſus Chriſt can ſave from Sin, therefore he is God. 
Moreover, it appears further from Jſaiab 

iV. 21, 22, Have I not the Lord? And there i 
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0 God ule befides me. A-juſt God and a S. 
viour, there is none befides me; look unto. 
me all ye Ends of the Earth, and le ye ſaved. 
As it is plainly intended in theſe Expreſ- 
ſions, that there was no Saviour but God, 
who N * ſave from Sin, and who was the 
Saviour of the World, and to whom all the 1 
Ends of the Earth were to look fer Salvation; 
ſo that he, in whom theſe Propertiesof a Sa vi- 
our were to be found muſt conſequently be God. 

But the Properties of ſuch a Saviour were 
found in Jeſus Chriſt; v 

Therefore he is God. ; 

Now as all theſe DeduQtions are ſac from 
William Bromfield's own Words, ſo I hope the 
Reader will make the beſt uſe of them he 
can; and which, in my Opinion, will ter- 
minate the Diſpute 1 in the Probation of the 
Chriſtian Doctrine. The next Words I pro- 
duce of William Bromfield's are thefe ; And for 
David's ſaying, The Lord faid unto my Lord it thou” 
on my Ri ghtHand until I make thine Enemies thy Foot- 
ſtool; it is no more (lays he) than was, ſai1 in the 
Beginning, That God ſaid, let us makeMan ; it's not 
therefore to be Suppoſed that there was more Gods 
than one. 

As for the Analogy that this Text of Scrip- 
ture bears to the Sentence of my Opponent, 
and what it has to do with this Argument, 

I leave to the Reader's Judgment; whereas 
I quoted it, to ſhew that the Divine Per- Xo 
fections of Infinite Majeſty were aſcribed 
to. Jeſus Chriſt, and fix'd the Properties of 
the Divine Nature in that N as ap- 
pears fully from Hebrews 1. 6, 7, 8, 9. And 
. , when he bringeth in the : . Firſt-begotten 
WER + Ih into 
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int the Muri, ze ſaith, And let all the Angels 
Of God worſhip him. Ver. 7. And of the An- 


gels, he ſaith, Who maketh his Angels Spirits, and 
bit Miniſters a Flame of Fire. Ver. 8. But 


unto the Son he ſaith, Thy Throne, O God, is for 


ever and ever ; 4 Scepter of Righteonfueſs is the 


— Scepter of thy Kingdom. Ver. 9. Thou haſt lov- 


ed Righteouſneſs, and hated Tniquity ; therefore God, 


even thy God, hath anomted thee with the Oil of 


Gladneſs above thy Fellows. 


Theſe Expreſſions have immediate Relati- 
on 5 Chriſt, as he was God, and as he 
was Man. Firſt, it faid unto the Son, Thy 
Throne, O God, is for ever and ever : Here he 
1s, declared to be equal to the Father; for 


as the Father is God, ſo is the Son; and as 


the Father's Throne is for ever and ever, fo 


1s. the Son's. . 
And Secondly, To the ſame Jefus Chriſt, it 


is ſaid, God, even thy God, hath anointed -thee 


with the Oil of Gladneſs above thy Fellows. This 


_ hath immediate Reference to him as he Was 


Man, and therefore it is evident that God 
and Man were united in that one Perſon, 
becauſe the Characters of God and Man are 
diſtinctly given unto him. But if I were to 
turn, and ask what Conſtructions William 
Bromfield put on theſe Words of his, Let u. 


- make Man, as this was ſpoke in the plural 


Number, it ſuppoſes there was ſome proper 
Diſtinctions in the Godhead, which laid a 


Foundation for theſes Expreſſions, or that 


they infer a Communication to the Angels, 


an the Work of Creation; which, I think, 


would be very abſurd to ſuppoſe ; for 525 
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2 would have been Joint - Creators with 
God ; and I judge it againſt Scripture and 
Reaſon, that Creatures ſhould be Jomt-Crea- 

It was not reaſonable they could have 
any hand in our Creation, it being done by 
the Almighty Word, or Will of God. 

But even whilſt my Opponent is unjuſtly 
quarrelling about taking (as he ſays) a Plu- 45 | 
rality of Gods, and inſinuating himſelf to be 
a Unitarian, yet he makes the very ſame Di- 
ſtinctions that I do, (contrary tothe Scope of 
his Book;) for he calls God] Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt ; and what Foundation he has 
for theſe Diſtinctions, I muſt leave. What 
doth he mean by the Father, a diſtinct Term 
from the Son; and the Son, a diſtin Term 
from the Father; and the Holy Ghoſt, diſtinct 
Terms from both ? Hath he a different Idea 
of the Father from the Son, and the Son from 1. 
the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt from both? 140 
Or how, and in what manner, are we to under- . 
ſtand he confiders theſe diſtinct Terms, ſee- it 
ing that every Term hath a proper Idea be- —_ 
longing to it? I grant this is ſomewhat a Di- 1 
greſſion from the Point, but I made theſe 
Obſervations, becauſe he ſeems to be fo very 
dogmaticar, 

'As I would not detain the Reader, longer 
than the Neceſſity of the Cafe requires, ſo 1 
would not paſs over any Thing which is mate- 
rial, and requires Conſideration ; I there- 
fore paſs to Page 28. where I think it ne- 
ceflary to take notice of thefe Words, taking 
in the latter Part of Page 27. That all theſe 


gloriou, 5 
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 » Slorious Sayings of the Prophets are properly appli- 

-ed unto God the Eternal Spirit, who was in Je- 

ſut, reconciling the World unto himſelf, and not 

unto the Man Jeſus, who was a mortal Man ; 

for unleſs Henton Brown will have more Gods 

, than one, I cannot fee what elſe he would be at; 

1 would have him to be pluin, and own above board, 

that he will have the Man Jeſus to be the true 

God; and that there never was any other ; or al- 

bow a Plurality of Gods ; or. own the Truth, that 

| "God Almighty, was in the Prophet Jeſus, reconci- 
lung the World unto. himſelf. Now one of theſe 
| Three muſt be allowed ; but which he will pitch up- 
on, I cannot tell. E 77 

In the firſt Place, it is to be noted, that 

William Bromfeld declares without any Hefi- 
tation, that Jeſus Chriſt was a mortal Man: 
And I ſhall endeavour to anſwer theſe Queſti- 

as conciſe as I can; for that I ſhall have 
Occaſion, more fully to diſcuſs the particu- 

lar Matters contained in theſe. Propoſitions 

| hereafter. - To the firſt, then I acknowledge, 

that if he means, (as indeed he has declared.) 

by the Man Jeſus a ſimple Human Being, I 

do deny that he could be God; or, only as a 
Prophet, he could, without being guilty of 
Blaſphemy, have the Characters and Proper- 

ties of God aſcribed unto him by virtue of 
any Influence, although ever ſo great, Se- 
condly, I utterly deny a Plurality of Gods, 
or that I ever pleaded for any ſuch Thing; 
for that I hold and believe in one only Wife, 

3 . Eternal, and Indiviſible God, as I have be- 
{ . * foreexpreſled. And Thirdly, I acknowledge, 
 _  n7cordang to Scripture, that God was in Chriſt, 
N oY” _ reconciling 


br 


1 | 
reconciling the World unto himſelf But 
William Bromfield hath not ſtated his Propo- 
ſition, according to the Text; for he ſays, I 
muſt acknowledge, as the Truth, that God was 
in the Prophet Feſus, reconciling the World un- 
to himſelf. e | 
Now he, who makes uſe of any Text of 
Scripture to ſtate a Queſtion, to which is 
expected an Anſwer, ought to ſtate it exactly 
agreeable to the Text. The Text ſays, God 
was in Chriſt, reconciling the World unto him- 
ſelf. The Word Chriſt is commonly under- 
ſtood, to regard the Son of God in his Divine 
Nature; and therefore | God] the Father, in 
Chriſt his Son, was reconciling the World un- 
to himſelf. This 1s what I beheve was tru- 
ly intended by the Apoſtle, and this I fully 
and ſincerely own.: Fut that God was only 
influentially, (as in other Prophets,). in the 
Prophet Jeſus, reconciling the World unto himſelf, 
as it is Unſcriptural, I reject it as a He- 
terodox Principle. But yet a little farther 
my Opponent doth manifeſt his own Abſur- 
dities: And how confuſedly he blends his own 
Principles, which create me a great deal of 
Labour, to reduce to regular Propoſitions ? If 
I underſtand what he intends, and if there 
is any Propriety in his Words, his Princi- 
ples centre here, That he believes in God 
as Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, though he 
cannot account for theſeDiſtinctjons; and that 
Jeſus Chriſt was a mortal Man, a Prophet 

influenced by the Spirit of God, as were the 
preceding Prophets, (only larger in Degree, 
as appears by the third Article of his Book ; 
o ER DT | | | all 
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and l although theſe Names, Jeſus Chriſt were 
never given to any other Being whatſoever 
than that very Perſon, and that he conſide- 
reth the Eternal Spirit, and that Perſon infi- 
nitely diſtinct from each other, yet he borrow- 

eth thoſe Names of this Prophet to diſtin- 
guiſh the Eternal Spirit, between whom 
there is ſo vaſt a Difference; ſo that when he 
eaks of one, we know not whether he means 
the other; and blends him he calls a Prophet 
and the Eternal Spirit under the ſame Terms 
and Characters, without having any Regard to 
the Meaning of thoſe Names. For I take it, 
in theſe Names, Jeſus: Chriſt, there is a par- 
ticular Significancy, and which, if he allows 
them to the one, he muſt deny them to the 
other. Seeing the Diſparity between their 
Natures is ſo infinite, I ſhall firſt apply them 
to the Perſon William Bromfield calls a Pro- 
phet, and then to the Eternal Spirit, by which 
we ſhall ſee, whether, according to his own 
Syſtem, it is not improper to apply them 
indifferent ly to each. The Names, Jeſus Chriſt, 
in the juſteſt Conſtruction of them, from their 
Etymologies, is allowed by the Learned, on 
all hands, to imply an anointed Saviour, 
Jeſus a Saviour, Chriſt anointed. Now if 
this Prophet whom William Bromfield calls 
Jeſus was not anointed to be a Saviour, then 
theſe Names, as they particulatly regarded 
ſuch an one, could not with any Propriety 
be given to him, becauſe I underſtand them 
not to be what are called proper Names, and 
given only to diſtinguiſn one Perſon from ano- 
ther, A8. John, James, William; Robert, — 4 
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Quality of that Perſon who was ſo anointed 
I ſay, yu Names he had no Right toclaim 
or anſwer to, they being the Property of 


him who was the anointed Saviour, and there- 


fore, if rightly given to the Eternal Spirit, 


muſt be denied to the Man -Jeſus, - and with 
them the Nature and Quality of his being 


the anointed. Saviour, +» 

That theſe Names could properly be given 
to the Eternal Spirit, without” being -united 
to ſome inferior Nature, carries an Abſurdi- 
2 with it; for how can the Eternal Spirit be 
aid to be anointed? For a being anointed, 


ſuppoſes a receiving Commiſſion and Quali- 


fication from another; and to ſay the Eternal 
Spirit received Commiſſion and Qualification 


from another, would make a miſerable Jare 


in his Unitarian Notion: So that it is plain, 


the Eternal Spirit ſeparately from ſome in- 


ferior Nature, and which Nature muſt be 

Human, then it follows, that they muſt be 
the Property of ſome complex Being by a2 
Union of two ſuch Natures, and muſt be de- 


nied to either of thoſe Natures, abſtracted 
from each other; for to aſſert a ſimple Hu- 


man Being capable to ſuſtain thoſe Cha- 


racers, would be equally ds abſurd, becauſe 


no ſimple Human Being can be a Saviour 


in ſuch a high Capacity as was afferted of 
Jeſus Chriſt, (whom William gs calls 
a Prophet only,) but as united to the Divine 
Nature, and by which [ He ] Jeſus, as Man, was 

* „M d gnointed 
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like, but ſignify and denote the Nature and 


as theſe Names cannot properly be given to 
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2 „ + ff, 
Anointed to be a Saviour,” i. e. received Pow- 
er and Qualification for that Office, and 
this Power aud Qualification was by virtue 

of the Divine Nature being united to him; 
which Arguments prepares my Way to conſi- 
der theſe Words of his, Page 28. And if that 
(ſays William Bromfield) be allowed, we are 
agreed that Cod is called Jeſus Chriſt, and Jeſus 
225 is God; and the Man Jeſus, the great Pro- 
 Þhet ſpoken of Moſes, the Mah or Meſſenger 
of the Neu Covenant, Here it is manifeſt to 
every Impartial Reader, that he makes a 
Man Jeſus, beſides Jeſus Chriſt, although 
in Scripture there is no Foundation given 
for any ſuch Diſtinction; for the Name je- 
ſus Chriſt were never given to any other in all 
Scriptures, than that Jeſus who was born of 
Alam, in whoſe Name the Holy Ghoſt was 
ſent. And notwithſtanding Milliam Bromfield 
makes this Diſtinction, here he expreſſes him- 
ſelf an other ambiguous Terms in other 
Places, where he ſays, Ir was no Blaſphemy in 
the Son of God. the Eternal Spirit, which came: out 
e the Boſom of the Father, to ſpeak» and declare, 
although it was the Speech of that very 
Jeſus which he immediately regarded, by 
which Expreſſions he denominated him the 
Son of God, though no here he diſtinguiſhes 
him from the Eternal Spirit, whom he 
calls 2 Chriſt under theſe Terms, the 
Man ſeſus, the great Prophet, but not a Word 
ok his being the Saviour nor Redeemer of 
Mankind, for whoſe Sins he ſuffered on the 
Cxoſs; ſo that he abſolutely. denies his Divi- 
nity, notwithſtanding both he and his Ad- 
8 Ws vocates 


vocates endeavour to ſhroud him (under ſome 
{ambiguous Terms) from the Imputation there- 
of, by giving the Names Jeſus Chrift (ac- 
_cording | to His Syſtem) improperly to the 
Eternal Spirit, which 1 deny were ever given 
to him, but as united to Human Nature, 
And I agree with him no further than this, 
that God is called Jeſus Chriſt, by uniting 
_ himfſelfin Effence to him who was ſo called: 
And Jeſus Chriſt is God; as the Human Na- 
ture of that Perſon fo called was united to 
JJ RC OCa 
Before my Opponent had made uſe of theſe 
Terms to denominate the Eternal Spirit, 
he onght firſt to have ſhewn they were gi- 
ven to God before the Man Jeſus was in be- 
ing; and if he had, then he ovght not to have 
given them ta a Human Creature, which were 
the diſtinguiſhing Characters of the Creator. 
But I am of Opinion, he cannot prove that 
ever God was called Feſts Chriſt before that 
Perſon was in being whoſe proper Cha- 
racers I have ſhewed they were; and there- 
fore, if he will have the Eternal Spirit called 
55 Chriſt, diſtinct from him he calls the 
rophet Jefis, then he muſt borrow thoſe 
Names from à Creature, to diſtinguiſh the 
Creator; and then what confuſed Work will 
this make ? 3 | 
But before Iſhut up theſe Confiderations, 
it will be neceſſary to produce the proceed- 
ing Words of IW/7liam Bromfield; which, if 
the Reader compares with the laſt quoted, 
he may ſee what a miſerable Jarr he makes 
in his own Syſtem i is both juſt and We 
588865 1133 ble 
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die (ſays William Bromfield) 20 believe, that 
d, by his Hoh Spirit, called Jeſus Obriſt, or 
the Word, by John i. 1. did create the Heavens 
and the | Earth, und all Things that therein is; 
and there/ore Paul did right in aſcribing theſe 
Excellent Expreſſions to Jeſus Chriſt, the Eternal 
Spirit, (for Paul knew no othe ,) that did appear 
in the bodily Appearance of the Man Jeſus, when, 

' be ſays, he knew him ſo no more. This William 
Bromfield owns, and ever did, that God, by his 
Holy Spirit, was in that Body, called Jeſus Chriſt, 
Matthew xii. 18, 28. Tet ſtill that Bod) (was 
no God) without any weal Inference; and Mo- 
ſes' Prophecy of God raiſing up a Prophet to hit 
People like unto him, ſtands firm that he was 1 
As theſe laſt quoted Sentences contains 
ſome particular Aſſertions, which I apprehend 
militate againſt his. former Aſſertions, and 
which will manifeſt the Weakneſs and Ab- 
ſurdity of his way of reaſoning, I therefore 
ſhall confider them diſtinctly: In the firſt 
Place, I think it would be neceſſary to enquire 
what were theſe Aſeriptions Paul gave, and to 
whom they were given? Whether they were gi- 
ven to Jeſus Chriſt, as he was a Man influenced 
by theSpirit of God? or to that Influence only 
by virtue of its Operation in him? or to him, 
as he was a complex Being, both God and 
Man? Having propounded theſe Matters, 
before I proceed to conſider them, I ſhall 
produce thoſe. excellent Characters and Pro- 
perties aſcribed to Jeſus Chriſt by this great 
Ahpoſtle Paul. The firſt is Romans ix. 5. Whoſe 
are the Father's and of whom, as concernin 9 4 
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| Fleſb, Chriſt came, who is over all, God bleſſed for 
ever 3 Amen. Rom. xiv. 9. For to this End, 
Cbriſt both died and tevived, that he might be 
Lord both of the Dead and Living, 1 Cor, ii. 8. 
Which none of the Princes of this. World knew; 
for had they known it, they would not have cruci- 
fied the Lord of Glory, It would be too tedi- 
dus to tranſeribe thoſe various Texts of Scrip- 
ture which repreſent Chriſt as God, and 
which in a particular Manner pay him Di- 
vine Attributions; and therefore I ſhall re- 
fer the Reader to theſe following, Phil. 
iii. 8, 20, 21. 2. Timothy iv. 1. Hebrews i. 
Ver. 2, to the End. Now theſe Characters 
contained in the Texts before quoted, and 
many more which might be produced, are aſ- 
eri bed to Jeſus Chriſt, even that very Jeſus who 
was crucified; which confirms my Aſſertion, 
that he was both God and Man, becauſe the 
Properties of both are diſtinctly aſcribed to 
him; ſo that theſe Aſcriptions were no more 
his Due (conſidered, as in the firſt Queſtion 
propounded) than they were the Due of any 
of the preceding Prophets, or ſucceeding. 
Apoſtles. And they equally had as good a 
Foundation to them as he; for if he was onl 
a Prophet like unto Moſes, how comes it 
' theſe or the like Characters were. not claim- 
ed by, and given to him, as they were to Je- 
ſus Chriſt And by the ſame Rule thoſe ſuc- 
ceeding him, and even William Bromfield him- 
ſelf, who lays Claim to the inward Mani- 
feſtat ion of the Eternal Spirit? J fay, if 
5 Chriſt was no more than a Man in- 
uenced by the Spirit of God, and yet could 
| | properly 
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" command and EX "Oe his Attri” 
pore hen ſo may every Man who is ſo in- 


fluenc'd ſay he is the Chriſt of God, and com- 
mand 3 receive thoſe Appellations. . 
Secondly, It doth not appear that theſe At- 
tributes were given to that Influence, only 
by virtue of its Operation in him; 
1ſt, Becauſe they are given indifferently 
to that Perſon; and which conftituted him 
| a Sharer in the Honour of N Appellati- 
ons. 
"2h, Becauſe it i aſſerted, that the fulneſs 
of the Godhead dwelt bodily (or ſubſtantially) 
in him; And that it pleaſed the Fey: that 10 
| bim „Ron al Fulneſs dwel. 
' 3dly, and ah, Becauſe there ban tv 
Inſtance be produced from Scripture, that 
thoſe Characters were ever given to any of 
the inſpired Prophets or Apoſtles; but that 
they diſclaimed any Right to the Proper 
Characters of the Almi ty... 5 
So that upon the whole it : doth appear, 
that the Aſcription of thoſe glorious Charac- 
ters were given to Jeſus. Chrift as he was a 
complex Being, both God and Man. That 
he was Man, my Se aſſerts; and that 
he was God as well as Man, the Scripture 
declares: As therefore the Appellations of 
God and Man are given to him in 11 
ture, we may ſafely conclude he was bot 
We are not to enquire the Manner of this 
Union; it is ſufficient that I prove there was 
ſuch a Union ; and which laid the Foundati- 
on for the Actions of one, to be attributed 
to the other; Which Ray pars from wy 
| A. 


V | 
i, TJ. it the Beginning was the Word, aud 
. the Word was un Cod, and the Word was Gd. 
Ver. 14. And the Word was made Fleſb, and 
digeſt among us. Matt. xvi. 16. Au Simon Pe- 
tar anſwered and ſaid, Thou art Chriſt, the Son of 
the living God. John vi. 69. Aud we believe and 
axe. ſure, that thoy arg that Chriſt, the Sou of the 
living Ged. Romans ix. 5. Chriſi #5 Ged over all, 
bleſſed for euer: God hath made this Jeſus, beth 
Lord aud Chriſt. Moreover, he is aſſerted to 
be the Power and Wiſdom of God, called 
the 'Lord*-Jeſus Chriſt, the ſecond Man, the 
Lord from Heaven, a quickening Spirit. Now 
all thefe ſpeak of him as truly and really 
God. And in the Old Teftament, we read 
of the Son as the Creator, where but little 
Notice is taken of his Human Nature, in that 
he had not then taken Fleſh on him. But 
many Hints and Types were exhibuted ; parti- 
cularly in that firxſt Promiſe after the Apo- 
ftacy of Mankind, Geneſi, iii. 13. Aud I will 
put Enmity between thee and the Seed of the Ne. 
man, aud between thy Seed and her Seed: It ſhall 
bruiſe thy Head, and thou ſhale bruiſe "his Heel. 
Here was an Evident Promiſe of the Son of 
God afluming our Nature, and in it ſuffer- 
ing for us, intimated in being the Seed of the 
Woman; he was in that, aſſerted to be obe- 
dient to Death, even the Death of the Croſs: 
And yet he himſelf declares his Divine Na- 
ture, he made himſelf equal with God; for 
which, the Jews would have ſtoned him. For 
when they queried: with him, Art thou the 
Chriſt, the Son of the Bleſſed? Mark xiv. 61. 
Matthew. has it, I adjure thee by the Living God, 
| 9 that , 


bed by the Word) preciſely underſtood,” was 


the bodily Appearance of the Eternal Spirit; 
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that thou tell u whether thou be the Ct, tht 


Sox of "God ? Matthew | xxvi. 63, 64 J. 
 fus ſaith unto him, Thou haſt ſaid. As much as 
to ſay, thou haſt ſpoke Truth: It is an An- 
ſwer in the Affirmati ve to his Queſtion. But 
Mark has it thus, Mark xiv. 62. in anſwer 


to this Queſtion; And Jeſus ſaid, I am; and 
ye ſpall ſer the Son of Man fitting on the Right 


Hand of Power, and coming in the Clouds of Ha- 


ven. In ſhort, what he himſelf affirmed, and 


what the Jews underſtood, was, that he made 


himſelf God, or equal with him, ſaying, J 
that thou being a Man, makeſt thy ſelf- Gd. Tt 
is plain then Jeſus aſſerted he was the Son 


of God, equal with him, and for which the 
Jews (not believing) crucified him as a Blaſ: . 


phemer. 


I come now, in the ſecond Place, to conſider 
theſe Words of William Bromfield befor e quo- 
ted : For Paul never knew no other that did ap- 
pear in the bodily Appearance of the Man Jeſus, 


which he ſavs, he knew him ſo no more. 
' Now, what are we to underſtand by theſe 


Words of his? Would he have us ſuppoſe that 


this Appearance of the Eternal Spirit, in the bo- 
dily Appearance of the Man Jeſus, 'was the 
largeſt Communication of his Influence that 
ever was? Or, that the Eternal Spirit (deſcri- 


united to the Human Nature of the Man je- 
ſus, and fo appeared bodily among Mankind. 
If he fays he means the former; whythen 


he might as well ſay his influencing of Paul, 


Peter, John, and Stephen, or any other, was 


but 
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but if the latter, then he wofully contradicts 
his former Aſſertions: But yet a little furthe 
he ſays, Hill that Body was no God. _ _- 
Now here is Bromfeld in his own Colours: 
What Jargon and Inconſiſtency is here? If 
this be allow'd for Reaſoning, then I confeſs 
I muſt alter my Notions of it; for by the 
ſame. Rule, I may implead the Man Jeſus be- 
ing a Prophet, and ſay that the Human 
Soul, aſſiſted by the Spirit of God, was in 
that Body, but yet that Body was no Prophet. 
Nay, I may carry it farther, and ſay that 
the Human Soul was 1n that Body, but yet. 
that Body was no Man ; for whenever the 
Soul and Body are disjoined, (in a ſtrict and 
roper Senſe,) the Denomination Man is ta- 
en away. And what ſhould I be thought, if 
I had purſued ſuch a Way of Diſputing? I 
confeſs I ſhould have been conſcious of the 
Contempt of my Reader. But to return: The 
ſame may be ſaid of Jeſus Chriſt ; The Body 
was no more a Part of his complex Perſon, 
than the Body is a Part of the Man; for the 
Body is not the Soul, nor the Soul the Body; 
and yet the Union of theſe conſtitute a Man: 
Nor can he be denominated Man without ei- 
ther of theſe; for the one is as neceſſary to 
the Denomination, as the other: . 
But however, the Queſtion between us was 
not whether the Body of Jeſus Chriſt was 
God? nor indeed, can I but wonder that my 
Opponent ſhould ſuppoſe any ſuch Thing, ſee- 
ing that he calls the Man Jeſus a Prophet; 
and can it be ſuppoſed our Controverſy was 
confined to a Body ſimply, for which wegen 
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have. but a ſingle Idea, and is of itſelf ina- 


minate, and therefore would be abſurd to 
aſſert it a Man, and fo conſequently not a 


Prophet, without joining ſome Energy or 


Life to it, by which it muſt be denominated 


an active Thinking Being; fo that by his 


way of aſſerting (for I will not call it rea- 


ſoning) I may as ſafely ſay that the Body 


of Jeſus was not a Man. 


, 


But on the contrary, I plead: that that Bo- 
dy had the Properties of a Man joind to it, 
by which it was a Human Being; and alſo 


the Eternal God united this Being to him- 


ſelf, and thereby was a complex Being; fo. 
that by the Properties of a Human Being he 
was denominated Man, and by the Properties 
of the Divine Nature he was denominated 
God, by virtue of thoſe Natures being uni- 
ted in that one Perſon, and therefore might 


properly be denominated from either of thoſe 
Natures. 

Upon the whole, I believe that the Ex- 
preſſions of my Opponent before quoted were 
deſigned, in ſome Meaſure, to caſt a Veil over 
his own Doctrine, and to bring an Abſurdity 
upon mine, as if I went about to aſſert a Bo- 
dy of Fleſh (ſimply conſider'd, and without 
any regard to the Properties which poſſeſs'd 


it) was God ; whereas it is manifeſt it was 
not intended by me, nor is it inferable 


from my Words. All that J aſſert is, that 


Jeſus Chriſt was a complex Being; that he 
ad the Properties of God and Man, * And 


* therefore the Actions of the one were proper- 
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y attributed to the other, and might juſtly 
* take its Denomination from both Natures,” 

I come now to Page 30. of Miliam Brom- 
fields Reply, where I meet with ake- aſſumpti- 
on of his former Aſſertion, relating to the 
Seed being in the Male; and not in the Fe- 
male, in theſe Words And I think and be- 
lieve, as all Phyſicians know, that the Seed of any 
Generation is in the Male, and not in the Fe 
male, 

To which I have before 'obſerved, that it 
is an undetermined Point among theLearned , 
and to take a Thing for granted, which is ſtil] 
in diſpute, is not like an Impartial Author, 

But ſuppoſe I were to grant that Point, 
which I will not, becauſe I, who am no Phy- 
ſician, can make ſeveral Exceptions to it, 
were it a Debate proper to be Part of the 
Subject of a religious Controverſy ? But it 
would be undecent to make publick any 
ſuch Arguments, as are neceſſary to the Dil: - 
cuſſion thereof, in any Book, unleſs profeſ- 
ſedly wrote on that Subject; becauſe it may 
be peruſed by Readers who may not be duly 
qualified to be acquainted with ſuch Reaſon- 
ings, it being a Matter fit for the Confide- 
ration and Deciſion of Anatomiſts. 

But I ſay, ſuppoſe it was ont of the Que- 
ſtion, would my Opponent aſſert that the 
Term Seed, made uſe of in Scripture, in a 

urative Senſe, was delign'd to be confin'd 
tc the phyſical Uſe of the Word, and that 

it never regarded any Thing elſe than the 
particular Property proceeding from the 
Male? Will he ſay that it was never made 

N 2 ule 


ͤ—p— — — D 
N . . 5 
— — 22 — CID * 
— 1 : ”, + 2 — OE = 
—ü— — — — — — As — — » - 
= „ A. — 
— — 


* 
3 — 
8 — . 
— — 


— 2 
R 


—— —— — 


. * a 
N — W q 


* = _ N a 
+ ww - iy 4 
— — — „ 
— ö 


. K 5% 
— — - .-— = — 
—_— = 
— — 


—— Tenn * ——— 


—— To 


gr 
a A. 
_ "7 —— —_— 
2 — 
— = 


— 2 


— 


— _— 1 


2 — ̃ ü ˙——— 


— 
0 „ 
1 - 
_ . 


TP „ * * 
. * { « „ 
" b 4 _- 8 
* ye 
a” * 6 . — 
o - . = as 
= p hy o = 


„ {$890 ) 

ule of to regard the Off-ſpring of Mankind, 
Without the particular Mode of Generation? 
That it was ſo made uſe of in Scripture, is 
Tet forth in many Places. The Tranſcrip- 
tion, for Brevity, I omit: The Term Seed 
therefore was made uſe of in Scripture in a 
Hgurative' Senſe, which was Synonimous to 
the Fruit of David's Loins, and ſo was Jeſus 
mediately by Mary, but not at all by Joſeph: 
Therefore, ſuppoſing his Aſſertion was 
right, (which I ſay I will not allow,) yet as 
the Term Seed was not uſed in the Phyſical 
Senſe, which William Bromfield hath — 
it to, ſo he hath not from thence any Foun- 
dation for his Argument. Indeed, I confeſs 
thus far, if he had ſhewn that the Word was 
never uſed in any Senſe but what it phy- 
ſically implies, then his Aſſertion ſtood fairer 
to be defended; but for him to put a diffe- 
rent Conſtruction upon it than what in Scrip- 
ture it figuratively means, doth thereby tru- 
ly revert upon hamſelf his falſe Charge on 
me, of changing the Senſe and Intention of the 
 Serriptures, rl , 
Moreover, if there is any Meaning in the 
Apoſtle Pauls Words, (and if my, Opponent 


will not object their being irrational,) I think 


he ſettles this Point exactly, and alſo aſſerts 
it as evident, that Mary was of the Houſe of 
Juda. In the firſt Place, Gal. iv. 4. But 
when the Fulneſs of Time came, God ſent forth 
his Son, made of a Woman, made under the Lau. 

Will Wiliam Bromfield deny this Teftimo- 
ny, or will he ſay I change the Senſe of Scrip- 
ture ? He, ] Pauhdeclares Jeſus, theSon of God, 
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was made of a Woman, not begotten by Man; 
but made: Man is not ſo much as menti- 
oned to have any concern in the Production of 
this Holy Jeſus, the Only- begotten of the Father. 80 
that if we conſider him as made or begotten, 
it was only the Work of God; and for this 
Reaſon, he was long before called the Seed 
of the Woman, Genefis iii. 14. As then it is 
evident Jeſus was made of a Woman, which 
Woman was the Virgin Mary, of whom he 
came, ſo, ſecondly, it is aſſerted by the ſame 
Apoſtle, that he came out of Juda in theſe 
Words, Hebrews vii. 14. For it is evident that our 
Lord ſprang out of Juda, of which Tribe Mo- 
ſes ſpake nothing concerning their Prieſthood. Now 
if this doth not fully and amply prove that 
Mary was of the Houſe of Juda, then nothing 
muſt be allowed for Proof (by him) but what 
uadrates with his Deiſtical Notions. For, 

rſt, it is aſſerted he was made of a Woman, 
which will not be denied was Mary, the Wife 
of Joſeph; and, fecondly, that he ſprang out 
of Juda. So that unleſs it can be ſhewn, in 
Oppoſition to this Text, that he was not made 
of a Woman, but begotten by Man, as Vil- 
liam Bromfield aſſerts, it will remain as 
an undoubted Proof, Mary was of the 
Houſe *of Juda, or elſe it could not be truly 
{aid that our Lord ſprang out of Juda. 

I come now to Page 31. As the laſt Para- 
graph of Page 29. will come under my No- 
tice in the Examination of Pages 39, 
40. I paſs by it here, and take notice that 
the following Words of Miliam Bromfield doth 
militate ſtrangly againſt himſelf, and _ 
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dis Partiality will appear to the Words he 
makes uſe of. But if Henton Brown will rea- 
fon, and ſay, that the Seed of the Woman | her 

Children] ſhould bruiſe the Serpents Head, 1 ab 
low it in a right Senſe ; but then he muſt-prove 
the Woman had a Seed to generate without the Help 
of a Man. Now obſerve, in the firſt Place, he 
allows the Woman has Seed, though here he 
will have it in the figurative Senſe, (the Seed 
of the Woman, her Children,) but will not allow 
it when made uſe of to Jeſus ; for then he 
will underſtand it only in the phyſical Senſe 
of the Word : But even in this he is unfair, 
for the Text only ſpeaks in the ſingular Num- 

ber, He ſball bruiſe thy Head, and thou ſhalt 
bruiſe his Heel ; ſo that it was not the Children 
of the Woman, but [the Child, ] the Seed of 
the Woman; and as this Prophecy particu- 
larly regarded Chriſt, deſcrtbed as the Off- 
ſpring of the Woman, under the Term Seed, 
ſo it is very evident from the Scriptures of 
Truth, that he was produced without the Help 
of a Man, or elſe it would have been incon- 
gruous ſo evidently to contradiſtinguiſh him 
from the reſt of Mankind, under the Term 
the Seed of the Woman. 

But pray, Reader, what right Senſe is this 
our Author will allow it in? Hath he got any H. 
particular Senſe to himſelf he is aſhamedto let re 
the World know ? or would he have us take it Nhe 
in the wrong Senſe, rather than the right, N co 
that he keeps his right Senſe to himſelf ? How We. 
dull and inſipid is this for an aged Detector, Mc, 
to fault me with Errors, when he is fo defici- Mu; 
ent and wanting to Mankind, as not to-let 
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them know this right Senſe he will allow it 
. 
But a little farther, after he has left us in 
the Dark, as to his right Senſe, he ſays, J 
muſt prove the Woman. had a Seed to generate 
without the Help of a Man. 

To which I have already obſerved, that in 
the ordinary Courſe of Nature, although a 
Woman hath a Seed, ſhe cannot generate 
without the phyſical Operation of the Male, 
no more can the Male without the. Uſe of the 
Female: But that by the ſpecial Interpoſi- 
tion of God, contrary to the Courſe of Nature, 
a Woman may conceive, is allowed by my 
Opponent, Page 44. of his Reply. I Plead' 
therefore, according. to the Holy Scripture, 
that the Conception of Jeſus was by the Spe- 
cial and Miraculous Power of the Almighty, 
who diſpoſed the Womb of Mary to conceive, 
and bring forth a Child; contrary to the 
common Nature of Things, and which was 
doubtful to herſelf, by her Query when the 
Angel appeared to her, Luke 34. How ſha 
this be, ſeeing I know not a Man] The Strange- 
neſs of the Prognoftication raifing this Que- 
ry mher: But that-as ſhe had Faith in the 
All-ſufficiency of God's Power, the Angel re- 
removed her Scruples, by reminding her, That 
with God all Things were poſſible. And farther, to 
render the Thing to her more probable, he tells 
her the Cauſe and Means by which ſhe ſhould 
conceive, Ver. 35. The Holy Ghoſt ſha! come 
upon thee, and the Power of the Tigheft ſhall” 
everſhadow thee; therefore alſo, that Hl Tung 
which ſhall be born of thee, ſhall be called the my 
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ef God, Ver. 38, And Mary ſaid, behold the 
Handmaid of the Lord, be it unto me according 
to thy Word. She reſolves all her Conſide- 
| rations into an humble Dependance upon the 
- All- ſufficiency of God's Power, and an en- 
tire Reſignation to his Will, as —_— f 
was able to perform whatſoever he promiſed ; 
ſo that it is evident from hence, that ſhe 
did conceive by the Special and Miraculous ' 
 Over-ſhadowing of the Holy Ghoſt. And it 
is highly reaſonable to believe, that he, who 
by his own Word, formed an indigeſted 
Chaos into Order, and who from the Earth 
formed Man, and made him a living Intelli- 
gent Being, who ſaid, Let there be Light, 
and it was ſo; who bedecked the Heavens 
with innumerable Glories, and performed a 
thouſand ! thouſand! Wonders more ; I fay, 
It is reaſonable for us to believe, that he, whoſe 
Power in the Beginning was able to make 
Man of a Lump of Clay, could by the ſame 
. Power, give Conception to a Woman, and 
cauſe her to conceive without the natural 
Aſſiſtance of a Man; and it cannot be con- 
ſtrued leſs than Blaſphemy, to deny it. It 
is plain (if Scripture be allowed for 
Proof, as it ought in this Caſe, as well as in 
any other, becauſe it is ſo poſitively and 
diſtinctly aſſerted) that firſt, according to that 
early Promiſe of God. Geneſis iii. 14. The 
Seed of the Woman ſhould bruiſe the Serpent's 
Head, which Seed is Chriſt ; and, ſecondly, that 
ſhe did conceive without the Help of a 
Man, not only by the Texts before quoted, 
but alſo by Matthew 1, 25. And heknew her 
x not, 
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not, till ſhe. had broagle forth her firſt-born Son. And 


Fobn the Evange 
our Lord, po 8 aſſerts him to be the 
Ouly-begotten of the Futher, full of Grace, and 
full f Truth. John i. | 75 
_ William Bromfield proceeds, Page 31. and 
| lays, I am aſhamed of the Ignorance of this poor 

lan, that cannot diſtinguilh Jeſus Chriſt after 
the Fleſh, and Jeſus Chriſt after the Spirit. 

But I think he has more Occaſion to be 
aſhamed of his own Ignorance, or wilful Per- 
verſion of the Senſe of the Words: For pray 
what Diſtinction is there between Jeſs 
Chriſt and Jeſus Chriſt; he would have me 
diſtinguiſh, where there is no Diſtinction at 
all; nor do I know that ever the Scriptures 
diſtinguiſh'd the Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt, as 
he here has done, Jeſus Chrift after the Fleſb, 
aud Jeſus Chriſt after the Spirit. 

For he never can ſhew that theſe Names 
were given to the Fleſh and Spirit, in Op- 
poſition or Contradiſtinction to each other; 
or that they were, or could properly be given 
to either Nature ſeparate from each other: 
But ſuppoſe we take it according to his Ar- 
gument; if Jeſus Chriſt after the Fleſh (as 
he calls him) was no more than a mere Man, 
it was highly improper to denominate the 
Eternal Spirit by his Names (as I have be- 
fore obſerved:) Nay, if William Bromfield was 


influenced by the Spirit of God, he might 


by the ſame Rule call the Eternal Spirit 
William Bromfield, and then pat me to make 
a Diſtinction between Wiliam Bromfield af. 


ter the Fleſh, and William Bromfield after 
WES © the 
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the Spirit; but at leaſt, to make his Word 
any way congruous, it infers thus much, that 
there were two Natures to be diſtinguiſh'd in 
the Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt, inwhom he would 
have me make this Diſtinction, the one Di- 
vine, the other Human, and that he ſup- 
poſes I did not rightly diſtinguiſh between 
thoſe Natures; but then it muſt be allowed he 
regarded two Natures in that one Perſon for 
it is very apparent, as he wonld have this 
Diſtinction in one and the ſelf-ſame Being, 
that there muſt be two Natures to be diſtin- 
guiſhed; For Jeſus Chriſt after the Fleſh is his 
Human Nature, which my Opponent allows 
in theſe Words, The firſt undoubtedly was mere 
Man. 

Now here he allows and pleads, that the 
Human Nature was one Property of his Being; 
and ſecondly, . the Divine Nature he ſuppo- 
ſes the other, is plain from the Diſtinction he 
wonld have me make, Jeſus Chriſt after the 
Spirit. | 3 
So that as this is ſtill predicated of the 
ſame Being, in whom he ſays I muſt make 
the Diſtinction before quoted, it argues from 
his own Words, that the Divine Nature was 
a Property of that Being ; or it would have 
been Nonſenſe for him to put me to make a 
Diſtinction from the other Property of this 
Being. The Divine and Human Natures he 
muſt allow from his own Words, im:medi- 
ately actuated that Human Body, and which 
neceſſarily ſuppoſes a Union of thoſe Natures ; 
and therefore, notwithſta nding he excepts a- 
gainſt myPhraſes of God and Man, yet here he 
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. 
implicitely allows them, if this Diſtinction (he 
would have me make) hath any Validity in it. 

That I did diſtinguiſh between the Divine 
and Human Natures of Jeſus Chriſt, is evi- 
dent, becauſe I ſaid he was both God and Man; 
and abſolutely infers a Difference in thoſe 
Natures, becauſe we form different Ideas of 
their Properties; I did not blend the Natures 
together, and ſay, the Divine was the Hu- 
man, and the Human the Divine; but that 


they were ſo united in that Perſon, as that 


he might as properly take his Denomination 
from one Nature, as the other, and could as 
truly be denominated God as Man, and Man 
as well as God, 

I come now to the laſt Paragraph of Page 
31. where are theſe Words; And for his quo- 
ting all theſe Sayings of Iſaiah, tis only to fil up 
bis Book; for I have often ſaid, I own them all 
in the Senſe they were ſpoke and intended. 


Reader, I appeal to thee, whether this 


is like a Diſputant, to tell the World he 


owns theſe Texts in the Senſe they were 


ſpoke and intended, and yet not tells us 
what he thinks was intended by them ? He 
muſt be very ignorant to think there 1s any 
Argument in thoſe Expreſſions. | 
Theſe Sayings of Iſaiah, which I quoted, 
did regard Jeſus: Chriſt, or they did not: If 
they did, we are to conſider in what Reſpect 
they regarded him ; if they did not, then his 
Buſineſs was to {hew theſe Quotations had 
no Relation to him. But if the Reader will 
peruſe them, and compare with the Evan- 
geliſts and Apoſtles, he will ſee how far, 
O 2 | and 
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and in what Senſe, they regarded Jeſug 
Chriſt, and which fully proves him God as 
well as Man, as my own Opponent is forced 
to acknowledge in the following Page, al- 
though he confuſedly endeaveurs to ſhift 
the Weight which he had brought upon him- 
ſelf, firſt citing theſe Words; That 1 am ig- 
norant of this Child that is to be born: Unto us 4 
Son is given, and the Government ſhall be upon his 
Shoulders. He adds, I would fain haye Hen- 
ton Brown reſolve himſelf whether this Child 
* was not Jeſus Chriſt, the eternal Spirit, 
© begotten and born in all true Believers; 
* for if it was to be the Man Jeſus, it would 
* be hard to find where the Government ought 
to be put on his Shoulders, or that he, as 
* Man, ſhould be called the Wonderful Coun- 
© ſellor, the Mighty God, the everlaſting Father, 
* the Prince of Peace, But as it is plainly 
meant to be the eternal Spirit God in him, 
it is plain all theſe Attributes are his Due, 
* as called Jeſus Chriſt. 

T have given this at large, becauſe if any 
Body wants a Copy of Abſurdities, here 18 
one for them: I have no Occaſion to take 
Notice of every Part of it, becauſe the moſt 
of it, if not all, carries its own Refutation : 
In the firſt Place, he would inſinuate, that 
this Prophecy of Iſaiah did not relate to Jeſus, 
the Child to be born of Mary, but to the eter- 
nal Spirit, begotten aud born in the Hearts of true 
Believers , which I utterly deny, becauſe this 
Prophecy hath immediate Relation to him, 
as appears by 1ſaiah ix. 7. Of the Jucreaſe of 
his Government, and Peace, there ſhall be no End 
upon 
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upon the Throne of David, and upon his Kingdom, 
to order and eftabliſh it with Judgment ; and 
which refers to Lube i. 32, 33. do that this Pro- 
phecy did regard that Jeſus to be born of 
Mary, and therefore not the Operation of the 
Holy Spirit in the Hearts of Believers; and 
ſo ſtrongly aſſerts his Divinity, as that Mil- 
liam Bromficld can never overthrow, and 


proves ſubſtantially he was God and Man: A 


Child he was to be born, which infers his hu- 
man Nature; and he alſo was Honderful Coun- 
 ſellor, the mighty God, the everlaſting Father, the 
Prince of Peace, which proves his divine Na- 
ture, and therefore all the Attributes of God 
were his Due, which otherwiſe: he had no 
Claim to, nor could he, without being guilty 
of Blaſphemy, receive them. 

Upon which Foundation Omniſcience was 
his Property, given to and received by him; 
and although my Opponent hath done what 
he could to invalidate the Proofs I brought 
to maintain it, yet if the Reader judiciouſly 
conſiders the Contents of the ſucceeding Pa- 
ragraph, he will ſee what Jargon there is. 
Page 32, © Pray Reader ſtop, and examine 
* whether John the Divine was ſpeaking of 
* the Man Jeſus, or of the eternal Spirit by 
* that Name; for the Man Jeſus being gone, 
there was no other Jeſus Chriſt left but the 
Spirit of God, which had been in Jeſus, 
* and after he was dead, came in his Name 
© to all who believed in him; as alſo confi- 
* der how Jeſus Chrift was crucified afreſh 
after Jeſus Chriſt the Prophet was dead and 
: nifen as alſo how did Paul 3 
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* Chriſt after his Crucifixion : It is plain it 
© was not the Man Jefis, but it was God's 
holy Spirit, which came in Jeſus Chriſt's 
Name; and then adds, How Henton Brown 
can imagine to put upon any Man (that 
© hath taſted of the good Word of God, and 
© the Powers of the World to come) theſe 
* Things, to attribute to mortal Man the 

Things only due to God alone, I cannot 
'"< compehend, unleſs he thinks us all as blind 
and ignorant as himſelf, who is yet in 
Confuſion. I have alſo tranſcribed this Pa- 
ragraph at large, that the Reader may judge 
who is blind and ignorant, and likewiſe to 
let his Abettors ſee what an Advocate they 
have got for their Cauſe. | 

"But though it is deſigned to invalidate the 
Proofs I brought for the Omniſcience of Jeſus 
Chriſt, in Page 43, of my Examination, yet 
it is ſo far from anſwering his Purpoſe, that 
it is a mere Contradiction to himſelf : Here 
is Bromfield againſt Bromffeld. I have no Oc- 
caſion to be his Opponent here; for he is 
in Oppoſition to himſelf, and without an 
Animadverſions of mine. If the Reader will 
conſider the whole Paragraph, he may rea- 
dily perceive his Contradiction, and at the 
ſame Time give judgment whether theſe 
moſt abſurd Aſſertions invalidates the Proofs 
I brought in Page 33. of my Examination, for 
the Omniſcience of Jeſus Chriſt, which were 
Rev. 11. -23. And I will kill her Children with 
Death, and all the Churches ſhall know that I 
am he which ſearcheth the Reins and Hearts, and 
will give unto every one of you according to your 

Works 
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Works. Joh. XX), 17. He ſaith unto him the third 
Time, Simon, Son of Jonas, Joweſt thou me ? 
Peter was grieved, becauſe be ſaid unto him the 
third Time, loveſt thou me? And he ſaid unto 
him, Lord, thou knoweſt all Things, thou knoweſt 
that I love thee ; Jeſus ſaith unto him, feed my 
Sheep. To which I add, John xvi. 30. Now 
are we ſure that thou knoweſt all Things, and need- 
eſt not that any Man ſhould ask thee ;, by this we 
believe that thou - cameſt forth from God. And 
John ii. 25, And needed not that any ſhould 
teſtify of Men; for he knew what was in Man. 
Now as all theſe Texts aflerts his Omniſcience 
in the higheſt and moſt exalted Senſe of the 
Word; fo unleſs he can invalidate their 
Authority, they remain as ſubſtantial Evi- 
dences againſt him, which I believe he can- 
not do, though he may reject them as irra- 
tional, as he doth the latter Part of the firſt 
Chapter of Matthew, 

He diſtinguiſhes that it was not given to 
the Man Jeſus, but to the eternal Spirit, by 
whom he was influenced; which I deny: For 
it was aſcribed to that very individual le- 
ſus Chriſt, born of Mary, without any Dif 
tinction, from the eternal Spirit; and there- 
fore, as the Attribution of knowing the Hearts of 
all Men, and all Things, was given to and re- 
ceived by him, he either had a Right to it, 
or he had not; if he had not, there is no 
Medium left; but that we muſt conclude it 
Blaſphemy in him to claim that as his Pro- 
perty which was only the Property of God. If 
William Bromfield can ſhew how the Properties 
of the Almighty can be aſcribed to a Creature 
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by virtue of its _ influenced by the Spi- 


rit of God, he will do ſomething Winds of 
Note ; but ſare I am he can never ſhew it 
neither from Scripture; or the Reaſon an 
Nature of Things. 


But he proceeds, taking little Notice of 


Omnipreſence, another Property of God, and 
which I ſhewed Jeſus Chil aff aflerted of him- 
felf in fo — Tic a Manner, and in ſuch 


Characters, which expreſſly takes in his hu- 


man Nature as a Sharer in that Attribute, 
Mat. xviii. 20. For whereſoever two or three are 
gathered together in my Name, there am I in the 
Midſt of them. John iii. 13. And no Man hath 
aſcended up to Heaven, but he that came down from 
Heaven, even the Son of Man, which is in Heaven, 
Here Chriſts aſſerts his Omnipreſence even 
as Son of Man; which were impoſſible, un- 
leſs intimately united with the Godhead, as 
I have in divers Places obſerved. 

William Bromfield proceeds, and "= I 
© Whereas Henton Brown 1ays, that the Man 

* Jeſus claimed to himſelf Omnipotence, is 
© a downright Lye, See Mat. xvii. from the 
«* twelfth Verſe to the twentieth, Oc. and 

* when he ſays, Mere two or three are gathered 

together in my Name, there am I in the Mi G04 
them, this he ſpeaks in the Name of G 
and not of himſelf; 

Now I would query who William Bromfield 
gives the Lye tG, the Scriptures or Henton 
Brown? One or other it muſt be: Henton Brown 


it cannot belong to; for he hath produced 


plain Texts of Scripture for his Aſſertion, and 
therefore the Lye muſt be given to the Scrip- 
tures; 
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tures? But who do theſe two Lyes belong to? 
Firſt to aſſert, (that whatChrilt ſaid, Mae. xviii. 
20. That where two or three were gathered together iu 
his Name, he would be in the Midſt of them,) that 
he ſpake it in the Name of God, and not of 
himſelf ; whereas he ſpeaks in the Pronoun 
I, and expreſly aſſerts his own Preſence to 
them, who are gathered in his Name, (or 
Power,) which if he had been the real Son of 
Joſeph, and ſo conſequently a mere Creature, 

w could he preſume ſo to ſpeak ? 

nd ſecondly William Brompield aflerts, 
enton Brown ſays the Man Jeſus claimed 
»Omnipotence to himſelf” I ſay who de 
theſe two Lyes belong to? I will not ſay 
to William Bromfield, I leave that to the Rea- 
der; whereas I ſaid Chriſt claimed Omnipe: 
tence to himſelf ; for turn to the Plage where 
I plead Re as a Property of Jeſus 
Chrilt, I ſay thus; Omnipreſence Chriſt claimed 
zo bimſelf; and when I come to Omnipotence, 
I ſay, Omni potence is given to him; having im- 
mediate do the perſonal Diſtinction 
of Chriſt in the Aſſertion of his Omnipre- 
ſence; and under the Term Chriſt. I intend 
and include both his divine and human Na- 
tures, as well as when I fay Jeſus Chriſt, 
which is very frequent in Scripture ; But that 
I aſſerted the Man Jeſus, ſimply conſider'd 
as Man, claimed Omnipetence, is falſe; nor 
will I allow the Piſtinction: But that Jeſus 
Chrift claimed it, and was properly attribu- 
ted to him by virtue af the Union of thoſe 
Natures, is fully evident in Scripture: That 
Chriſt then claimed Ones, the Scrip- 
tures 
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tures declare; and he either had a Title to 
it, or he had not; if he had not, he muſt be 
aà Blaſphemer, to challenge and receive it. 
But ſure the bare mentioning this is ſhocking 
to every Chriſtian! al at | 

William Bromfield, hath in divers Places of 
his Book, falſely charged me with leaving out 
Words which would fully explain his Meaning: 
And here he manifeſts his Partiality and Un- 
fairneſs to a great Degree; for where he quotes 

the Text of Scripture brought by me for 
Proof of my Aſſertion, that Part which is 
moſt material to the Point, he leaves out, 
which I will here tranſeribe exactly, as it 
is in Page 34. of my Examination, John v. 
I9, 21. Then anſwered Jeſus, and ſaid unto them, 
Perily, werily, I ſay unto you, the Son can do 
nothing of himſelf, but what he ſeeth the Father 
do ʒ for what Things ſoever he doth, theſe alſo doth 
the Son likewiſe. Ver. 21. For the Father raiſeth 
up the Dead, and quickeneth them, even ſo the Son 
quickeneth whom he will : Whereas William Brom. 
field hath quoted only this; Verily, Tſay unto you, 
the Son can do nothing of himſelf, but what he ſeeth 
the Father do; and ſo proceeds to animadvert 
upon it. But in the Text, as I have juſtly 
quoted it, the Omnipotence of the Son 1s 
aſſerted in as full and as an extenſive a 
Manner as the Father's; for whatſoever 
(without any Exception) the Father doth, 
theſe alſo doth the Son; and for Proof of the 
Equality of their Orfinipotence, he inſtances 
in the twenty firſt Verſe, For the Father raiſeth 
rp the Dead, and quickeneth them, even ſo the Sou 
quickeneth whom he will. Here is plainly 8 
ro- 
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Property of Omnipotence lodged in the Will 
of the Son: He doth not ſay whom the Fa- 
ther pleaſes to order, and influence me to 
raiſe up and quicken, but he quickens whom he 
will. Moreover, it doth farther appear, from 
Phil. iii. 21. Who ſhall change our vile Body, that 
it may be faſhioned like unto his glorious Body, 
according to the Working, whereby he is able to 
ſubdue all Things to himſelf. Tf this is not 
Ommpotence, I know not what is; and that 
it particularly reſpe&s Jeſus Chriſt, the fore- 
going Verſe 1s a ſufficient Evidence. 
Again, his Omnipotence is fully proved by 
another plain Aſſertion of our Lord, Al. 
Power is given to me in Heaven and in Earth; 
and as that which 1s given, becomes the Pro- 
perty of him to whom it is given, ſo Om- 
nipotence- Chriſt claimed as his Property: 
Miſtake me not, this Property was not com- 
municative to the divine Nature, becauſe it 
has it originally in itſelf ; nor is it commu- 
nicative to human Nature, but only as par- 
taking of it in Union with the Divine. 
Furthermore, it appears by John x. 17, 18. 
Therefore doth my Father love me, becauſe I lay 
down my Liſe, that I might take it again, Ver. 
18. No Man taketh it from me, but I lay it down 
of my ſelf; I have Power to lay it down, and 1 
have Power to take it again. | | 
Now in theſe Jeſus Chriſt regards himſelf, 
even 1n his Divine and Human Natures, His 
Life which he had Power to lay down, was 
his Human Nature ; and his Divine Nature 
was the Power by which he did both lay it 


down, and take it again; he ſpeaks in the 
2 Perſonal 


Perfonal Pronoum and equally afferts, the 
Life he had Power to lay down, and the Pow- 
er to take it again, were the Properties of his 
Being. But f believe I have ſufficiently 
ſtrengthened my Aſſertion- of his Omnipo- 
tence ; and therefore I come now to conſider 
William Bromfield's Arguments againſt Jeſus 
Chriſt's Immortality. He ſays, It's true it was 
aſcribed to Chriſt, but not to the Man Jeſus. Now 
here he disjoins Chtiſt from the Man Jeſus, 
and ſo inſinuates, that Chriſt and the Man 
Jeſus are two diſtinct Beings; although in 
other Places, he calls the ſame Perſon, who 
he here calls the Man Jeſus, Jeſus Chriſt , 
and fo he will have Jeſus Chriſt after the 
Fleſh, and Jeſus Chriſt after the Spirit; and 
here he disjoins Chriſt from the Man Jeſus, 
as though he were another Being disjunct from 
him ; Whereas it is evident in Scripture, that 
theſe Terms, although uſed ſeparately, re- 
garded one and the ſelFſame Perſon, but my 
pponent ſays, Immortality was aſcribed to 
Chriſt, and fo hath conceded to my Argu- 
ment; for the Word Chriſt ſignifies (anoin- 
ted,) and therefore he ſays, Frntortality 15 
aſcribed to the (Anointed,) who was Jeſus 
Chriſt; for he was anointed to be a Saviour, 
and thu hath he fairly acknowledged to one 
Attribution given to ſeſus Chriſt in Scripture. 
Moreover ' I ſay, ſtill Immortality was 
aſcribed to Jeſus Chriſt ; and what my Op- 
ponent hath brought to the contrary, no 
ways touches my Proofs, nor is any way per- 
tinent to his Argument, but rather ſtreng- 
thens my Aﬀertion, He owns, that Immortality 
awed 
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Awells in the Light, which Light is Jeſus Chriſt, | 


the Word ; which I readily allow, that Immor- 
tality dwells in the Word, which was in the 
Beginning with God, which Word took Fleſh, 


to whom the Denomination, Jeſus Chriſt was 


given. The Word never was called Jeſus 
Chriſt, till it was made (or took) Fleſh, and 
aſſumed our Nature into a perſonal Union 
with itſelf, by which the one was the Proper- 
of that Perſon, as well as the other, and 
Properties and Actions of each Nature, 
were indifferently aſcribed and given. 

But further it appears, that Immortality 
Jeſus Chriſt claimed to himſelf, from /n 
viii. 58, Jeſus ſaid unto them, verily, verih 1 
ſay. unto you, before Abraham was, I AM. 

Which * would not be Senſe, unleſs it is 
underſtood, © The [ I AM, ] and theſe Terms 
© God made uſe of, to ſignify who he was, by 
© his Servant Moſes, in his Meſſage to Pha- 
* ra0b; and this Jeſus Chriſt aſſerted of him- 
ſelf ; and alſo Rev, xxii. 13. J am Alpha and 


Omega, the Beginning and the End, the Firſt and 


the Laſt : And that this was he who my Oppo- 
nent calls the Man Jeſus, the Son of David, 
is emphatically aſſerted in Ver. 26. J Jeſus, 
hive ſent my Angel to teſtify unto you theſe Things 
in the Churches; I am the Root and Off-ſpring 

of David, and the Bright and Morning Star. 
What more need I to ſay to prove his Im- 
mortality, when he himſelf hath ſo fully aſ- 
ſerted it in ſuch plain and expreſs Terms; 
and that we ſhould be ſure it is the fame Je- 
ſus Chriſt, he declares, as an Evidence of i, 
| he 
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he is the Off-ſpring of David, as well as the 
Bright and Morning Star. 1 

I come now to William Bromfield's Objec- 
tion againſt the Immutability of Jeſus Chriſt, 
where he ſays, The Apoſtle was not ſpeaking of 
the Man Jeſus, he being dead and riſen, but of 
Jeſus Chriſt's ſecond coming. / 

I ſay the Apoſtle was ſpeaking of the ſame 
Jeſus Chrift who ſuffered on the Croſs for our 
Redemption, as is evident by . Hebrews iii. 
12. Wherefore Jeſus alſo, that he might ſano- 
ij the People with his own Bleood, ſuffer- 
ed without the Gate, And this hath refe- 
rence to that Jeſus Chriſt whom the ſame 
Apoſtle aſſerts, B the ſame Teſterday, and to 
Day, and for ever, Hebrews xiii. 18, and 
therefore conſequently proves his Immutabi- 
lity. WET | | 

But my Opponent further aſſerts, that Im- 
mutability could not regard the Man Feſus, 
becauſe he changed, and did. 

That there was a Ceſſation of Action from 
the Body, I grant ; but that even the Body it- 
ſelf ſaw any Corruption; I deny the contrary 
being firmly aſſerted by the Apoſtle Peter, 
alluding to the Prophecy of David, Pſalm xvi. 
10, He ſeeing this before, ſpake of the Re- 
ſurrection of Chriſt, that his Soul was not 
left in Hell, neither his Fleſh did ſee Cor- 


ruption. So that notwithſtanding it plea- 


ſed him, according to his own Expreſſions, 
to lay down his Life, for which Purpoſe, he 
aſſumed Human Nature, and ta it him- 


ſelf, by virtue of which Union it was called 


his Life, or otherways could not properly be 
NIE A ſo 
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ſo accounted; I fay, notwithſtanding he 
laid down his Life, i. e. his Human Nature, 
for a time, yet it was the ſame individual 
Body which he raiſe; and it was the ſame | 
Divine Eternal Word which aſſumed it again; 
of which there were ſeveral Teſtimonials, 
that it was the ſame Body, the Holy Apoſtles, 
and even Thomas himſelf, were ſufficient Evi- 
dences; and that it was the ſame Eternal 
Word, 1s confirmed by his performing divers 
infallible Acts of Divinity after his Reſur- 
rection, of which the Apoſtles and Diſciples 
were likewiſe Witneſſes. Let it not be ſuppo- 
ſed that Tam about to maintain Immutabi- 
lity as a Property of the Man Jeſus, ſimply 
confider'd as a Man, as William Bromfield 
would ſuggeſt, but that the Right which Jeſus 
Chriſt had to this Attribution 1s founded . on 
the Union of the Divine and Human Na- 
tures, as I have conſtantly maintained, for his 
receiving the ſeveral other divine Attribu- | 
tions, . 

Furthermore, my Opponent ſaith, that the 
Texts I brought, viz. Hebrews 1. 10, II, 12, 
Oc. hath no relation but to God himſelf. And ſo 
ſay I? If Jeſus Chrift be allowed to be God; 
which indeed he himſelf in ſomePlaces allows, 
by calling Jeſus Chriſt the Eternal Spirit, the Son 
0 God But I ſay that the before - quoted 
Texts hath particular Relation to that Jeſus 
who ſuffered on the Croſs, which expreſly 
proves him the Son of God; and if the Rea- 
der will look from the 5th to the 12th-Verſe, 
he will plainly ſee it, I ſhall mention the 6th 


Verſe in particular. And again, when he 
| bringeth 
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bringeth \ the Firſt (or Only) begotten into the 
World, be ſaith, and let all the Angels of God 
Worſhip him, 8 Ke» 

Now who was this Firſt (or Only) begotten, 
whom the Angels of were to worſhip ? 
If it was not that Perſon whom my Oppo- 
nent calls the Man Jeſus, 1 „ gladly 
know who it was. There is no Medium be- 
tween his being, and not being the Perſon; 
and if it is allowed he was, then the preceding 
and ſucceeding Verſes proves the ſame Holy 
One to be the Son of God, becauſe they have 
immediate Relation and Correſpondence 
with each other, and point particularly to 
him; ſo that the proper Characters of the Al- 
mighty are given to him, who was there 
called the Firſt (or Only) begotten, as is evi- 
dent, by Verſe 8. But unte the Son, he faith, 
thy Throne, O God, is for ever and euer; a Sceptre 
F Righteouſueſs is the Sceptre of thy Ki ngdomn. 
Here the Term God, in the Yocative Cale, is 
given expreſly to the Son, who was the Firſt 
(or Only) begotten, and ſo expreſly and poſi- 
tively proves him God, 

Moreover, Worſhip, in the ultimate Senſe 
of it, and which - is the peculiar Property 
of God, is by the before-quoted Text com- 
manded to be given to the Firſt (or Only) 
begotten, even by the higheſt Claſs of Crea- 


tures, Let all the Angels of God worſhip him. As 


then he is the Object of the Angels Warſhip, 
ſo conſequently of Mankind, who are inferi- 
our to Angels; and as thus he is the Object 
of Divine Worſhip, he muſt be the ſupreme 
God, or elſe my Opponent muſt allow him 
a 
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a Subordinate God; and then, contrary to his 
own Syſtem, he muſt allow more Gods than 
one. From all which it is evident, the be- 
fore quoted Texts, viz. Hebrews 1. 10, II, 12, 
Oc. have ample Relation to that ſame Perſon 
(whom William Bromfield calls the Man Jeſus,) 
or elſe he muſt ſhew in Oppoſition to him who 
was the Firſt (or Only) begotten, whom the 
Anger of God were to worſhip. 
=” now to Page 36. As to Page 34, 38. 
they being Reaſſumptions of his former Aſ- 
fertions, back'd with ſome ridiculous Ani- 
madverſions, not becoming one who would 
be thought a wiſe and grave Diſputant, and 
is rather the Subject of Banter, than fitting 
fo ſerious a Controverſy. My Opponent in- 
fiſts, That the Evangelifts, Matthew, Luke, 
«nd ſohn, do own' Jefus to be the Sn of Joſeph, 
and did give their Genealogies to prove him ſo. 

To which I ſtill maintain à Negation, that 
either of them owned Joſeph to be the real Fa- 
ther of Jeſus, but that they acknowledged him 
no other than the ſuppoſed Father; and which 
Luke is very particular in Luke iii. 23. And 
Jeſus himſelf began -+0 be abont Thirty Years of 
Age, being (as was ſuppoſed) the Son of Joſeph. 
That the Genealogy was given to prove Jeſus 
the real Son of Foſeph, I ſtill deny; but to 
prove Mary of the Houſe of David, I have 
already ſhewn, which my Opponent hath not 

_ excepted againſt; and therefore I have no 
Reaſon to ſay any Thing more about it, un- 
til he hath invalidated my Aſſertions and 5 
Proofs in that Particular. But pray obſerve {01 
for Proof, that the Evangeliſts confirms il- j 
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liam Bromfield's Aſſertion, he ſays, For not only 
Philip and Nathaniel owned him the Son of 
Joſeph, Matthew, Luke, and John, do the ſame, 
by inſerting the Opinions of the People, which they 
believed, or they would not have put it in their 
 Goſpel:. | | 
That Philip and Nathaniel owned Jeſus as 
the real Son of Joſeph, I ſhall not allow 
without Proof; for they only diſtinguiſhed 
him under the common ſuppoſitious Cha- 
racter, as he was generally reputed by the 
Jews. That the Evangeliſts believed it, be- 
cauſe they inſerted it in their Goſpels, is 
an Argument I leave to the Readers to judge; 
for bythis abſurd Way of Reaſoning, he might 
ſay, when the People upbraided Jeſus with 
caſting out Devils by Belxebul the Prince of 
Devils, that the Evangeliſts believed it, or 
they would not have put it in their Goſpels, 
and ſo conſequently make them Believers in 
all the Opinions of the People concerning ham : 
The which, if not Preſumption, then what is? 
Whereas they acted the Part of Hiſtorians, 
whoſe Buſineſs'it was to be impartial, and 
relate the moſt material Occurrences and 
Circumſtances of his Life, and the Oppoſi- 
tion he met with by Gainſayers. But if 
the Evangeliſts be credited by my. Opponent 
in ſome Parts of their Goſpels, which he may 
ſuppoſe favours his Opinion, what Reaſon 
can be ſhewn, why Credence ſhall not be gi- 
ven to them in the other Parts thereof; and 
notwithſtanding, he hath taken an Advantage, 
(as he ſuppoſes) from an Error of the Preſs, 
in Page 39, of myExamination, yet, Bay; 
| 1 * 
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the Matter I quoted is in that Chapter I im 
tended, which was Matthew 1. 18. whereas it 
is printed Matthew 18. though I ſuppoſe it 
would not have paſs'd with him, had it been 
printed right; becauſe he rejects the latter 
End of that Chapter as irrational; but I know 
not who gave him the Authority to allow no 
Scripture for Canonical, but what quadrates 
with his Deiſtical Opinion, 

But he proceeds, quoting Luke i. 31. H 
ſhall be great, and ſhall be called the Son of the 
Higheſt, and the Lord God ſhall give unto him the 
Throne of his Father David. This (ſays Wil- 
liam Bromfield) has no Relation as to making 
him a God, it only confirms that he was the Son 
of David; having a Promiſe annexed, that he 
ſhould be called the Son of the Higheſt. But how 
came this Promiſe to be annexed ? For what 
Reaſon, if he was not the Son of the Higheſt, 
then it was only a mock Title, and the Pro- 
miſe without any juſt Foundation: But he 
either was, or was not the Son of the Higheſt, 
and ſo that Title properly or improperly 
given him; if properly, then he was the Son 
of the Higheſt; if improperly, then that Pro- 
miſe was only fictious, and not to be regarded: 
But whether we ſhall receive my Opponent's 
Paraphraſe, and reject the Text, or bring an 
apparent Abſurdity upon it, I ſhall leave 
every one who reads, to judge for himſelf, 
for my Part, Iam already determined about 
it. 

But if the Reader will purſue the Remain- 
der of this Page, he will ſee more of Milian 

Q 2 Bromfield's 
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Bromfield's Inconſiſtencies; a Specimen of 
which I will here produce: 
But as to the Man Jeſus, his Reign among his 
Apoſtles and Diſciples was but ſhort, not three 
Tears ; but bis Spiritual Kingdom, which is his 
ſecond; Coming by the Spirit in the Name of Jeſus 
Chriſt, is to be, and is known to be an everlaſting 
Kingdom. | 
Da obſerve, the Antecedent is the [Man 
Jeſus, ] and the ſubſequent [his] hath direct 


Relation to the ſame Antecedent; ſo that he 


<xpreſly pleads, that the Man Jefus comes 4 
ſecoudTime by theSpirit, and hath a Spiritual King- 
dom, -which is to be an everlaſting Kingdom, And 
how this will agree with his Aſſertion, that 
re was but a mortal Man, is very unaccounta- 

e. 

But I intended only two or three Hints 
to theſe particular Sentences ; for whatever 
Reader (who in the very leaſt Manner is 


acquainted with the Uſe of Words) peruſes 


that Part of his Page 37. muſt (I think) a- 


gree that I have not miſconſtrued his Words 


in any Reſpe&, but that they naturally im- 
port the ſameas I have obſerved, and the Ufe 
which he from thenee may make of them, needs 
not any further Obſervations of mine. I pro- 


ceed to Page 28, Paragraph 2. he having in the 


firſt Paragraph in a very angry Mood, diſ- 
charg'd me from the Obligation of the Proof 
of Mary's being of the Houſe of Judah. For 
he ſays, uo body diſputes it farther, than it is 
not -proved by Huh Writ. | | 
But pray what Proof would he have far- 
ther than the Proof of Holy Writ ? And = 
ar 
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far is it proved by Scripture ? In my Opinion 
it is plainly proved, as that my Opponent 
cannot invalidate ;. for if he could, I believe 
he would have laid ſtrong Siege againſt it: 
However, as he ſeems not willing to enter fur- 
ther into that Diſpute, I have no Occaſion 
to contend where there is no need of Conten- 
tion; and alſo, before I advance any further 
Proofs, let him invalidate thoſe I have alrea- 
dy brought, only I will add that of Luke i. 
2, 3, 4, J. And all went to be taxed, every one 
into his own City, Ver. 4. And Joſeph alſo went 
1p from Galilee out of the City of Nazareth un- 
zo Judea, unto the City of David, which is cal- 
led Bethlehem, (becauſe he was of the Houſe and 
Lineage of David.) Ver. 5. To be taxed with 
Mary his e 21 Wife, being great with Child. 
From which Texts it is evident, that as eve- 
ry one was to be taxed, and they were to go 
into their own Cities to be taxed, ſo Mary 
was of the Houſe of David, as well as Joſeph, 
becauſe ſhe went with him to be taxed into 
Judea, I {hall now leave this Matter, ha- 


ving added the foregoing to back my former 


Aſſertions on that Head, and turn to Page 40. 
where I come to conſider, in its proper Place, 
my Opponent's Aſſertion, that I make more 
Gods than one, which I took Notice of before, 
William Bromfield ſays, It's very well at laſt 
Henton Brown begins to flag, and be weary of 
his Plurality ef Gods; and now he knows not of 
any Body that aſſerts the Conſubſtantiality of Je- 
ſus Chrift with God the Fathor ; nor any who 
will have God to be Man, and Man to be oO 
n 
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In the firſt Place I remark, that although 
wy Opponent hath exploded me for leaving 
out Words, and putting in others, although 
he hath not given any one Inſtance, yet in 


this Quotation from Page 43. of my Exami- 


nation, he hath manifeſted himſelf to be a 
very partial and an unfair Diſputant ; for he 
hath left out of this Quotation thoſe Words 
which are ſo material, as abſolutely to alter 
the Senſe of the Aſſertion; for if the Words 
my Opponent hath quoted were exactly mine 
without any more Addition, then I confeſs 
there would appear a very foul Contradiction 


to my former Aſſertions, viz. that Jeſus Chriſt 


is God ; whereas theſe Expreſſions, as he hath 
quoted them, 1mport a Denial thereof; and 
that the Reader may judge whether he hath 
done me Juſtice, I will truly tranſcribe thoſe 
Sentences as they are in Page 43. of my Ex- 
amination, I know not of any who (aſlerts 
the Conſubſtantiality of Jeſus Chriſt with 
© God the Father) will have God to be Man, 
and Man to be God, ſimply and abſtract- 
* edly conſider d. The Words which he 
hath omitted are, ſimply and abſtraftedly conſi- 
der d. | 


And I would ask this Queſtion of the Rea- 


der, whether there is not a manifeſt Diffe- 
rence in the Senſe of this Aſſertion, as it 
ſtands in my Book, and as my Opponent 
hath quoted it? For the Conſequence of his 
is this, that if I allow Jeſus Chriſt to be 
Man, then I deny his Being God; and if I 
allow himto be God, then I deny his being 
Man, (he ſays) becauſe I ſay, Nor any who 


will 
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wil have God to be Man, and Man to be God. 
But when the Words C fmply and abſtratt- 
edly] are added, then it juſtly infers thus; 
That a Man, ſimply and abſtractedly from a- 


ny Union with the Godhead, is not God; 


nor God, conſider'd in the ſame, is not Man; 
but that when God and Man are united in 
one Perſon, that he as properly takes his De- 
nomination from one Nature, as well as the 
other, and may be predicated of as God 
as Man, and Man as well as God, becauſe 
he cannot properly be ſaid to be a ſimple, 
but a united Being, that is to ſay, the God- 
head united to the Manhood, and the Man- 
hood to the Godhead. 

As then the Hypotheſis of this Argument 
3s falſe, by an Omiſſion of ſuch material 
Words of mine, all his Anamadverſions are 


Words without any Foundation, and needs 


no other Refutation. 

But, however, I think it neceſſary a little to 
take notice of his ſo many times aſſerting I 
make a Plurality of Gods, of which he hath 
not given any Proof; and it were ſufficient for 
me only to deny it; but for the Satisfaction of 
the Reader, I ſhall make a few Obſervations. 
The Reaſon why (as IJ apprehend) he ſays I 
aſſert a Plnrality of God's 1s, becauſe I (Scrip- 
turally) maintain Jeſus Chriſt to be both God 
and Man, and that the Properties and Chara- 
cters of God were aſcribed to him. [That theſe 
Properties and Characters could properly be aſ- 
cribed unto him, if he was only a mere Man, I 
deny, and fixes Blaſphemy on thoſe who 
gave, and he who received them; or, ſup- 


pling 
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poſing. him to be a Creature in the higheſt 
Exaltation, could he command as his Right 
the Properties of the Eternal God, could he 
challenge Omniſcience, Omnipreſence, and 
Ommipotence ; and upon theſe, command 
Worſhip to be paid unto him, that Proper: 
ty which God hath peculiarly reſerved to 


himſelf in the fecond Commandment, and 
alſo reaſſumed by Chrift himfelf to Satan. 


It is written, thow ſhalt worſbip the Lord thy God, 
and him only ſhalt thow ſerve, Now as re- 
ligious Worſhip belongs to God only, and 
that none can claim it, without being guilty 
of the higheſt Blaſphemy, fo it will follow, 
if Jeſus Chriſt was not God, he was guilty 
of Blaſphemy to command Worſhip to be 
paid unto him: That Worfhip he comman- 
ded, and was paid unto him, is evident from 
many Places of Scripture. It comes then 
properly to be conſider d, how Worſhip 
could be given to him, if he was not the 
One-only True and Living God, who was 
manifeſt in the Fleſh : Which leads me to 
make theſe following Queries. 
Query 1. Are not the Titles, Characters, 
and particular Prerogatives of God, aſcribed 
in Scripture to Jeſus Chriſt? 

Query 2. Does not the Scripture declare 
an intimate Union with God and Jeſus 
Chriſt, Coloſ. 11. 9. In him duelleth all the Ful- 


I acknowledge myſelf beholden to the Ingenious 1/aac 
Watts as the Foundation of theſe Queries; though I have 
made ſeveral Alterations and Additions; which 1 thought 
neceſſary to my Point. | 
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neſs of the Godhead bodily, John x. 30. John 
xiv. 10. John xiv. 194. 

Query 3. Is it impoſſible or irrational, 
that the Almighty can unite himſelf to 
Human Nature? And will not ſuch a Union 
lay a Foundation for the Properties of each 
Nature, to be indifferently aſcribed and given? 

Query 4. Is not our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
declared to be of the Seed of David, accord- 
ing to the Fleſh? And is not he alſo 

erted to be God over all, bleſſed for ever ? 
I Tim. iii. 6, That he was God manifeſt in 
Fleſh ; and the Beginning and the End, the Firſt 
and Laſt, the Root and Off-ſpring of David, 
Rev. XT. 13, 16. | 

Query 5. Is it not aſſerted, A4, xx. 28. 
God hath purchaſed the Church with his own 
Blood? John i. 2, 15. That he laid down his 
| Life for us? Can there be any other rational 
Way of accounting for theſe particular At- 
tributions, 'than allowing the Human Nature 
of Chriſt to be united to the Divine ? 

Query 6. Will the allowing ſuch a Union 
deſtroy the Unity of the Godhead, or make 
more Gods than one ? | 

The whole Tenor of my Doctrine amounts 
to the preceding Queries, 5: 

Firſt, That the particular Characters and 
Prerogatives of God are aſcribed to Jeſus 
Chrift, 

Secondly, That the Scripture declares an 
intimate Union with God the Father, and 
Jeſus Chriſt his Son. 3 

Thirdly, That Jeſus Chriſt is of the Seed 
of David, and yet he is God over all, bleſſed 
forever, Cc. R Fourthly, 
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Fourthly, Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God laid 
down his Life for Mankind, and is aſcribed 
unto God, by virtue of the Union of the 
Human Nature of Jeſus Chriſt to the God- 
head, agreeable to the Text before quoted, 
Afls xx. 18. 1 John 111, 16. : 

Fifthly, That I deny it to be either im- 
poſhble or irrational, that God can unite 
himſelf to Human Nature; and that ſuch a 
Union lays a Foundation for the Properties 
of each Nature, to be indifferently aſcribed, 

Sixthly, That I believe there can be no o- 
ther rational way of accounting for the 
particular Attributions to, and Aſſertions con- 
cerning Jeſus Chriſt, than by allowing ſuch 
a Union. | 

Seventhly, That the allowing ſuch a Union 
doth not deſtroy the Unity of the Godhead, 
nor make more Gods than one. And to theſe 
Queries I expect (if my Opponent replies) 
diſtinct and proper Anſwers, | 

But pray wherein does my Aſſertions 
ſuppoſe a Plurality of Gods? Have I attemp- 
ted to divide the Eternal God, who is in- 
finite and indiviſible? or have I aſſerted 
Jeſus Chriſt had Abilities and Perfections to 
qualify him a God diſtin& from the One- 
only True God ? Have I pleaded that 
the Man Jeſus (ſimply) was a God, and had 
infinite Perfections purely as a Human Be- 
ing? or have I {ſuppoſed or called him a God, 
ſeparate from his being united to the entire 
Godhead? Whereas, on the contrary I plead, 
that God ſo united himſelf to the Humanity 
of Jeſus Chriſt, as that there is a peculiar 

and 
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and intimate Union or Oneneſs. And if this 
Union is not allowed, let William Bromfreld 
ſhew the Title Jeſus Chriſt had to any of 


the Attributes given to him, which were the 
incommunicable Properties of God; for then 
it would level him with the reſt of Mankind, 


and he would have no more Right to the Aſ- 
cription of divine Perfections, than any of 


the Prophets or Apoſtles ; nay, could a Mi- 


niſter of State, whether in the Capacity of 


an Ambaſſador, or any other, aſſume the Ti- 
tles of a King, without the Imputation of a 
Rebel; although the Power he may be in- 
veſted with be ever ſo great, yet it is but 
ſubordinate and inferior to the Prince; and 
therefore ſhould he attempt to do, or com- 
mand any Thing to be done in his own Au- 
thority, without mentioning in the Name or 
Power of him from whom he hath his Au- 
thority, could it admit of any other Con- 
ſtruction, than that he intended it of him- 
ſelf as Supream. And the Caſe is the ſame 
with Jeſus Chriſt: If he was not God, would 
it not then have been Blaſphemy in him to 
receive his Attributes, and to ſpeak of him- 
ſelf as God? For although he was ever ſo 
largely influenced, he had no Right to aſſume 
thole Titles, becauſe his Power would be 
only ſubordinate, and received from another 
infinitely greater than himſelf, and ſo had 


not a Title to claim his Power from whom 


he received that he had; and therefore it was 
his Place to aſcribe all to that Eternal 
God, by whom he was only aſſiſted to do what 
he did, as did the Prophets: They did not ſay, 
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J and my Father are one; that they had all Pow- 
er in Heaven and in Earth; that where two or three 
were gathered together in their Names, they would 
be in the midſt of them. 

All theſe Jeſus Chriſt aſſerted of himſelf , 
but theProphets, when they ſpoke, it was with 
an emphatical Diſtinction; Thus ſaith the Lord; 
the Lord ſpake unto Moſes, ſaying, ok fo and 
ſo. Hence it is evident they made a plain 
Diſtinction between themſelves and God, as 
being only influenced and aſſiſted to perform 
his Will. Moreover, the Apoſtles were ſo 

careful and anxious of taking any of the Glory 
due unto God, that they would not ſuffer 
Homage or Obeiſance to be paid unto 
them; Fir when the Prieſts of Jupiter brought 
* Oxen and Garlands into the Gates, and would 
have done Sacrifice with the People; which when 
the Apoſtles, Barnabas and Paul, heard, they 
rent their Cloaths, and ran among the People, cry- 
ing out, aud ſaying, Sirs, why do ye theſe Things, 
we are alſo Men of like Paſſions with you, and 
preach unto you, that ye ſhould turn from theſe Va- 
nities unto the living God. | ; 

Now it 1s evident that theſe Apoſtles, 
notwithſtanding they were largely influen- 
ced by the Power and Spirit of God, and 
ſpoke in his Name, yet they would not by 
virtue of that, ſuffer Worſhip to be paid unto 

them, as knowing it was the incommunica- 
ble Property of God. 

And it is alſo as plain, that Jeſus Chriſt did 
receiveWorſhip:If my Opponent wall ſay that 
Worſhip was given unto him, by virtue of his 
being influenced by the Spirit of God, it will 

not 
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not be to the Purpoſe , for then, by the ſame 
Rule, the Apoſtles, and every Man who ſtands 
in the like Capacity, may be worſhipped. 
And whether this would not be Idolatry, I 
leave to the Reader's Judgment, 

William Bromfield muſt allow that Jeſus 


Chriſt did receive Worſhip, or deny it ; if 


he allows he did, then he muſt ſhew what 
Property he had to it, as a mere Man; if 
he will not allow it, then he muſt deny the 
Scriptures, which aſſert he did. : 

The Authority by which he received it 
muſt be his own, arifing from the Nature 
of the: Union before obſerved ; or that he 
received it by virtue of a divine Influence 
by the former, his Authority was valid by 
the latter, he had no more Title than the 
Apoſtles. Admitting that the Infſuence was 
greater than the Apoſtles, that alters not 
the Caſe; for the greateſt Degrees of divine 
Influence or divine Knowledge no more gives 
a Title to be worſhipped, than the ſmalleſt; for 
thesubject to whom it is diſpenſed 1s the ſame. 


But I conſider I have ſaid enough to this 


Particular, and equally militates againſt his 
Obſervations on Page 46. as it doth againſt 
Page 40. and therefore I ſhall proceed to make 
ſome ſhortObſervations on Page 47. where my 
Opponent ſays,That if Henton Brown wil bring 
all his Myſtery of the Man Jeſus into the Word, 
or the Word in him, no body will diſpute. 

Now, if I could but tell what he 
means by bringing the Man Jeſus into the 
Word, I might give a ſuitable Anſwer : If 
by the Word he means God; and by bring- 
ing the Man Jeſus into him, he means their 

being 
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being eſſentially united, I agree with him; 
but then it would contradict all his former 
Aſſertions; for ſuch a Union neceſlarily ſup- 
poſes him more than Man ; for Unity ex- 


preſſes Oneneſs ; and when the Properties of 
two Natures are ſo united to each other, then 
in whatſoever Being thoſe Natures are fo 
united, that Being properly takes it Denomi- 
nation from either Nature, as I have divers 
times obſerved : So that if by Iis Words he 
intends, as I have before expreſſed, then he 
muſt allow the Divinity of Jeſus Chriſt in 
the manner as the Scripture declare, and I 
have maintained, But yet a little further he 
fays, when he ſpeaks of the Eternal Spirit, the 
Word, the Power, and Grace, he ſays that was 
and is God, which was in the Man Jeſus, the 
Prophet like unto” Moles. 

Now theſe Words reſult in his former Aſ- 
ſert ions, viz. that Jeſus Chriſt was no more 
than a mortal Man. For the Words | Power 
and Grace] imply no more than an Influence 
of God in the Man Jeſus, which he ſays 
was and is God. And ſo he may ſay that the 
Word Power and Grace] was and is God, that 
was in the Apoſtle Paul, and the reſt of the 
Apoſtles, and all the faithful Servants of God. 
But then pray how could the Attributes of God 
be given to Jeſus Chrift, any more than to the 
Apoſtles? And how could theſe Things be 
predicated of him ? 

That he knew no Sin; Guile was not found in 
his Mouth; he was made like unto us in all 
Things, Sin only accepted. SHEA 

Now can it be ſaid of any mere Man, that 
Guile was not found in his Mouth; 3 

new 
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knew no Sin; that he is as a Lamb without 
Spot or Blemiſh? Was there ever any mere 
Man, ſince the Fall, to whom Sin hath ug 
not been 1mputed ? Can Jeſus Chriſt be a 
Natural Son of the firſt Adam, and yet be 
aſſerted of him he knew no Sin ? May it be 
predicated of him, that he is the ſecond Man, 
the Lord from Heaven, and yet at the ſame time 
be the natural Son of the firſt 4dam ? How 
can theſe Things be? Again, if he was only 
a mere Man, how could David call him 
Lord ? Which Queſtion was put byChriſt him- 
ſelf. F Chriſt is David's Son, how then doth 
David call him Lord? David was not only a 
King, and in the Poſſeſſion of his Kingdom, 
but alſo a Prophet of the Lord, and one whom 
God had peculiarly favoured; and yet this 
David calls Chriſt, (who was declared to be 
his Son) his Lord: Can then Jeſus Chriſt, 
if he was no more than a Prophet, be Da- 
vids Lord, who was both King and Prophet? 
Is there any Lordſhip among the Prophets 
of the Moſt High ? Can one Man, influenced 
by the Spirit of God, be Lord of another by 
the ſame Influence ? If not, then how 1s Jeſus 
David's Lord, who was his Son ? | 


I come now to Page 44. of Miliam Brom- 


field's Reply, where I meet with an Anſwer 
to a Queſtion propounded to him in Page 


47. of my Examination, which is as follows: 


* Nay, ſhould I ask William Bromfield, who ac- 
© knowledges to the Title of a Doctor in 
* Phyſick, and fo no doubt is skill'd in the 
* Nature and Cauſes of Things, I ſay, ſhould 
demand a phyloſophical Reaſon how it 
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© came to paſs that Elizabeth conceived with 
© Child, notwithſtanding ſhe had been ever 
© barren till then, and then accerding to the 
© Courſe of Nature by Age, was paſt the 
time of Child-bearing ? 

The Reaſon of my asking this Queſtion 
was, becauſe my Opponent would not allow 
Jeſus to be conceived without the Aſſiſtance 
of Joſeph, as being irrational, and contrary 
to the Courſe of Nature; and as the Con- 
ception of | Elizabeth was contrary to the 
Courſe of Nature, then I urge, Why is one 
more Irrational, than the other ? 

But I ſhall give his Anſwer at large; by 
which the Reader may apprehend that it fully 
anſwers the Purpoſe for which I intended it. 

And as for Henton Brown's acting William 
Bromfield a Philoſophical Reaſon of Elizabeth's 
conceiving, I think the beſt Anſwer is the Truth, 
which is true Wiſdom; and that true Philoſophy, 
which is by the ſame Reaſon, Sarah, Abrahams' 
Wife, conceived in her old Age, is ſufficient to 
this ignorant Man ; for God Almighty, who has 
all Power in Heaven and in Earth, and gave 
Eruitfulneſs and Conception to Rebecca, Iſa 
ac's Wife, at his Requeſt, and to Hannah, 
the Mother of Samuel the Prophet, who were 
barren - Women, could and did do it to Eliza- 
beth ; and yet this is not irrational, as the other 
ſeems to be to me. And this I think is a defini- 
tive Anſwer to his fooliſh Queſtion. 

I acknowledge thati his Anſwer is as 
much to my Purpoſe, as any he could 
have 1nvented; had I writ it myſelf for him 
to Sign, I could not have writ any thing 
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more to en my Argument; for here 
= ſtrengthen my Argument; 
ply the Defect of Nature. 
Bur they, (ſuys William Bromfield) conceiu- 
ed by the immediate Onnipoterice of God, 
who could aud did give Conception the very 
ſame that I plead in the Conception of Ma- 


y; for he who was able to cauſe thoſe bar- 


ren and aged Women to conceive, contrar 
to the Courſe of Nature by Mediums, whi 
Mediums were their Husbands, fo was he 
likewiſe able to give Conception to Mary, 
without any ſuch Medium. And pray why 
doth one appear to be more irrational than 
the other? For if two ſuch Things were to 
happen now, that a Woman of Seventy tix, who 
had been ever barren, ſhould conceive a 


Child, and a Virgin, who never knew a 


Man, ſhould likewiſe concerve, would they not 
be look'd upon as Miracles ? and would not 
done call for Admiration as well as the other? 
For there is no more rational Account to be 


iven for the one, than for the other; and fo 


muſt both centre in the Omnipotence of God ; 
and if both were equally atteſted for Truth, 
for what Reaſon ſhonld we believe and al- 
low the one, and disbelieve and explode 
the other, unleſs that we plead the one is 
out of the Reach of God's Omnipotence ? 
Which would be very abſurd, becauſe Om- 
nipotence ſuppoſes a Property in a Being, 
who is capable to do * Thing; to him 
nothing is impoſſible; which was aſſerted 


by the Angel, who was the Meſſenger of | 
the Tidings to Mary 5 For with God nothing is 


impoſ- 


s the Omnipotence of God, to ſup» 
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impoſſible, But why is it a fcoliſh Queſtion 
10 21 a Reaſon * one Thing muſt be 
allowed, which can't be accounted for, any 
more than another? For he hath not given a- 
ny other definitive Anſwer, than what I 
pleaded in the other. For Mary's Concep- 
tion by the Holy Ghoſt, (without natural 
Means,) is as fully aſſerted in Scripture, as 
either of the Perſons before-mentioned with 
thoſe Means. So that I may turn the Queſtion 
upon him thus; If God, who has all Power 
in Heaven and Farth, could give Fruitful- 
neſs and Conception to theſe Barren Women, 
contrary to the phyſical Cauſe of Things, 
why could not the ſame Omnipotent God 
give Conception to a Virgin, without the 
phyſical Canſe of Conception : If my Op- 
ponent will deny it, then with better Rea- 
fon, (as he ſays,) mine was a fooliſh Que- 
ſtion, I may ſay his is a fooliſh Anſwer. 

I proceed to Page 47. where my Opponent 
ſtill will have it, that Jeſus Chriſt was no 
more than a Prophet, like unto Moſes. But 
foraſmuch as I have ſwell'd this Defence to 
a greater Bulk than at firſt was my Deſign 
and having pretty fully conſider'd his ſeve- 
ral Aſſertions, I ſhall now be as conciſe as 


poſſible, intending ſpeedily to draw to a Con- 
cluſion, 


But it gives me a very great Suſpicion, 
that either he ſeldom reads the Scripture, or 
that he wilfully diſregards them; for they do 
very amply ſet forth the tranſcendent Ex- 
cellency of Jeſus Chriſt to Moſes, particu- 
larly Hebrews iii. 3, 4, 5, 6. He is counted wor- 
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thy of more Glory than Moſes,” in as much as 
he who hath builded the Houſe, hath more H:nour 
than the Houſe, for every Houſe is builded by 
ſome Man, but he who built all Things is God. And 
Moſes verily was faithful in all his Houſe, as a 
Servant, for a Teſtimony of thoſe Things which 
were to be ſpoken after; but Chriſt as a Son o- 
ver his own Houſe, whoſe ye are. . 

- Here then 1s excellently deſcribed the ſur- 
aſſing Glory of Jeſus Chriſt to Moſes, becauſe 
ie hath built the Houſe, and is faithful as 


a Son over it; not as a Servant, as was Mo- 
ſes, but as a Son, 


This Houſe is no other than the Church for. 
the Living God; whereof, as he is the only Lord, 


ſo is he alſo properly the only Builder. He then 
who is the Lord and Builder of the Church, 
muſt be more than Moſes, who only was a 
Member and a Servant of it. - 

But my Opponent is diſpleaſed for my ma- 
king uſe of the Words [ Godhead and Man- 
hood, ] he indeed hath it| Gudhood. ] And whe- 
ther 1t 1s an Error of the Preſs, or his own, 
I cannot tell ; but ſure I am, I never made 
uſe of any ſuch Term as [ Godhood ] ; nor do I 
remember I ever ſaw it in any of the Crafty 
Prieſt's Writings, (as he calls them.) But for 
Godhead I uſed, and if this fine Expreſſion 
be the product of Babylon, I learnt it firſt 
from the Scripture, and I am ſure it is to be 
found there ſtill. 

And as to the other fine Expreſſion, as 
he calls it, which is [Manhood]; if that is 
the product of Babylon alſo, then I find my 
Opponent hath forgot himſelf; although he 

; b RF ſays 
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ſays; He never went back into Babylon for amy 
Thing: But then pray how come he to make 
Uſe of this Babyloniſh Expretiion ? Hath not 
he' made himſelf a Criminal by his own 
Words? For if the Reader will turn back. 
to Page 31. of his Reply, he will find there 
that he uſes it without any Difficulty, and fo 
if he will have theſe fine Expreſlions of God- 
head and Manhood to be the Product of Ba- 
byloa, and her crafty Prieſts, then he muſt ac- 
cuſe the Apoſtle Paul of being one, ſeeing 
he makes uſe of one of theſe. Expreſſions; and 
likewiſe he muſt acknowledge he: hath joined 
po von with them, by making uſe of the 
ather | | | | 

My Opponent, Page 48. ſtill inſiſts that 
Jeſus Chriſt was nat deified after the Refur- 
rection, although he hath not maintained it 
in any other Manner than in his former 
Book, which is Ibu xx. I. And it were ſuf- 
ficient for me to oppoſe the Teſtimony of 
Thomas, which is ſo very expreſs againſt him: 
But that I intend to leave him no room to 
cavil, the Words he quotes are theſe, J 
aſcend tu my Father, and your Further, to my God 
and your God; and then proceeds, So that un- 
leſs People will haue a: Plurality of Gods, they 
muſt own: and confeſs, there is but Oke-only True 
God, and Jeſus. Chrift the Eternal Spirit, 

In the firſt Place I obſerve, that I have 
conſtantly pleaded that Jeſus Chriſt was 
God and Man, in two proper and diſtinct 
Natures; the one Divine, the: other Human; 
and that he ſpeaks. of himſelf at different 
Times, with regard to each of W 
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ſometimes he ſpeaks and repreſents himſelf 


as Son of Man, and at other Times as Son 
of God, the divine Word, and makes uſe 
of ſuch Terms of Speech as is moſt agreeable 
to repreſent each Nature, intending thereby 


more effectually to reach the Underſtandings 
of his Hearers: And thus it was with regard 
to theſe Expreſſions: 7 aſcend to my Father 
and your Father, to my God and your God. Thus 
he ſpeaks as 8on of Man, regarding ſtrictly 


his human Nature; for in that Senſe God is 


his Father; and as he was his Father, fo in 
the fame Manner was he his God. And thus 
the Solution of this Point is agreeable to 
Scripture; for by thoſe Expreſſions he did 
not exclude- himſelf from being united to 
the Godhead, nor from receiving the Attri- 
butions of the Almighty, as appears by the 
Confeſſion of Thomas, who was ſo incredu- 
Tous that he would not believe, Except, (ſays 
he,) John xx. 25. 1 ſhall ſee in his Hundt the 


Print of his Nails, amd put my Finger into the 


Print of his Nails, and thruſt my Hand into his 
Side, I will nor believe, | 

But what ſo ſoon convinced him? Was not 
he immediately with ſome certain Evidence? 


Inſomuch, he cried in ſuch an emphatick 


and affectionate a Manner, My Loxgp, Mr 
Gop. Several other Inſtances there are 
which proves. his Divinity after his Reſur- 
rection; as particularly his coming in among 
the Diſciples, when the Doors were ſhut, 
and ſhewed himſelf to them divers Times 
in a wonderful Manner; all which is ſuffi. 
cient. to conyince- every Chriſtian of his Di- 

vanity, 


(142) 
vinity, and thereby overthrow Wiliam Brom- 
field's Aſſertions. But obſerve, he will have 
all People own and confeſs there 1s but one 
only true and living God, how comes it then 
that he owns two? For he ſpeaks of, Jeſus 
Chriſt the eternal Spirit, beſides the one true 
and living God; for the one true God is the 
eternal Spirit: Then what doth he mean by 
another eternal Spirit; which he calls Jeſus 
6 beſides the one true and living 
God? | 

Having now gone through the ſeveral 
Parts of Milliam Bromfield's Reply, which 
chiefly contains the Matters I propoſed to 
conſider ; and as I am not willing to ſwell this 
Defence to. a greater Bulk than 1s abſolutely 
neceſſary, ſo I ſhall draw to a Concluſion, 
hoping I have ſufficiently manifeſted to the 
Reader; x | | 
Firſt, That notwithſtanding Wiliam Brom- 
feld hath inſinuated his erroneous Faith to 
be that of the primitive Quakers, it was not 
ſo, as will appear by the Minute herewith 
publiſh'd; and that he himſelf, although 
he pretends to be one of the moſt primitive, 
yet he manifeſts himſelf not to be one, by 
Lis uſing theſe Phraſes of Speech, as name- 
ly, his * Majeſty, his Grace, my Lord, Sir, 
Mr. Madam; all which Titles the primitive 
and modern Quakers equally ag 
whic 
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which William Bromfield hath frequently, and 
without any Heſitation, uſed in fs Book cal- 
led the Faith of a true Chriſtian, © 
Secondly, That Jeſus Chriſt was not the real 
Son of Joſeph, as William Bromfield | hath aſ- 
ſerted; but that, according to the Prophecies 
of the Prophets, and the Teſtimonies of the 
Evangeliſts, he was really the Son of God, 
conceived in the Womb of the Virgin Mary 
by the Holy Ghoſt. Et | 
Thirdly, That by the Agreement and 
Concurrence of the Prophets, in their Prophe- 
cies concerning Jeſus Chriſt, with the reſt of 
the Evangeliſts, with the Evangeliſt Matthew 
that the firſt of his Chapters, from the ſe- 
venteenth Verſe to the End, is not irratio- 


nal, and to. be rejected, as ſuch as Miliam 


Bromfield hath ſuggeſted. | | 

Fourthly, Taal y eſus was the Son of Da. 
vid by Mary his Mother; foraſmuch, I have 
ſhewn in divers Places ſhe was of the Houſe 
of David. | 

Laſtly, That Jeſus Chriſt was God and 
Man by a moſt miraculous Union of the di- 
vine and human Natures ; and that by vir- 
tue of this Union he was as properly called. 
God as Man, and Man as well as God, and 
hath the Properties and Actions of each 
Nature aſcribed to him. 

And as this Doctrine is ſo evidently confirm- 
ed in the Scriptures; and without the Belief 
of which we muſt deſtroy the Authority of 
Scripture, and at the fame time the Foundation 
of our Hope, which we have in Jeſus Chriſt; 
ſo it behoveth every Chriſtian, according wo 
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the Light and Underſtanding God hath gi- 
ven them, ſolidly to enquire into the Na- 
ture of their Faith in God and Chriſt: Firſt 
by his aſſuming the Nature of Man, and what 
he did effe& for us, by offering up himſelf 
a Sacrifice to God the Father; and, ſecondly, 
in that moſt glorious and inward Manifeſta- 
tion of his Spirit in the Hearts of Men, 
which they may ſee themſelves in their fal- 
len and depraved Nature, and which enables 
them, as they follow the Leading thereof, to 
come out of that which 1s the Cauſe of Sepa- 
tion from God: Theſe were the Ends and 
Purpoſes for which God ſent his beloved Son 
out of the Boſom of his Mercy and Goodneſs, 
to ſuffer Death for Mankind, and thereby 
to make Reconciliation to God, who was of- 
fended by Man's Diſobedience, and that he 
ſhould be a Leader and Guider unto Men, by 
appearing ſpiritually in their Hearts: He 
ſhould be their King and Law-giver, and be 
the Prince and Captain, whom they were to 
obey and follow; and thoſe only, who, by 
vertue of this inward Manifeſtation, obey 
and follow the Lord Jeſus, ſhall reap the 
bleſſed Effects of his Death and Sufferings ; 
theſe will be preſented to his Father, who 
have waſhed their Robes, and made them 
white in his Blood: Let us ſeek therefore to 
be acquainted more and more with his di- 
vine and holy Spirit, that by it we may be 
thus waſhed and cleanſed from the Defile- 
ments of Sin; that we may have that wel- 
come Sentence of the bleſſed Jeſus, when 
we ſhall be ſummoned from Time into Eter- 
nity. 
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nity, of, Come ye Bleſſed of my Father, receive 
the Kingdom prepared for you before the Foundations 
of the World were laid; and that this may be 
the State of every one, I pray the Lord 
Almighty, by his Power and Spirit, to move 
ſo upon the Hearts of all Mankind, as to 
diſpoſe them to ſeek after him, who will be 
found of thoſe who ſeek him aright; and 
when they find him, they find Salvation to 
themſelves: He 1s the Joy aud Life of the 
Soul of Man, in whom alone Man's Happi- 
neſs is, who is the King eternal, immortal, 
inviſible, the only wiſe God; to whom be 
Honour and Glory for ever and ever. Amer. 


POSTSCRIPT. 


® URSUANT to the Expectation 
I gave the Reader in the Preface, 
I have here ſubjoined a Minute 
of that Meeting to which William 
Bromfield appealed for the Truth of his Doc- 
trine and Aſſertion, that it was the Faith of 
the primitive Quakers ; which Minute 1 
publiſh by the Knowledge and Conſent 
of the ſaid Meezing, and is as follows, wiz, 


At a Meeting of Miniſters in London, 
November 19: 127. 


P ON conſidering VMiliam Bromfield's 

1 Book, entitled, the Faith of a true Chriſ- 

tian, and the primitive Quakers Faith, &c. wherein 

he aſſerts 4 to be the real Son of Joſeph, 

and in his Reply to Henton Brown inſiſts on the 

ſame groſs Error, as the Faith of our primi- 
tive Friends, | | 


This 
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This MEETING 


Declares they find no Footſteps of any ſuch 
Doctrine in any of their Writings; but that 
on the contrary, their written Labours abun- 
dantly ſhew they believed him to be the Son 
of God, conceived by the Holy Ghoſt,and born 


of the Virgin Mary; as we alſo believe, and 


as 1s related by Matthew 1. from the ſeven- 
teenth Verſe to the End, and Luke1. from 
the twenty fifth Verſe to the thirty ninth. 


** 


I beg Leave to make one Correction in the laſt Paragraph 
of the third Section in my Examination, where it is ſaid 
may not verify the Doctrine of St. Peter; the Reader is deſi- 
red to read it, may not verify the Words of St. Peter. 
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ERRATA. 


AGE x. Line 33. read I doubt not; p. 6. I. 34. 

. an Indication; p. 15. l. 14. r. to be abode by; 
44. 1-4. r. Deſcent; p. 60. 1. 34. dele the [, ] at 
im, and put it at ſo; p. 85. I. 9. r. my making ; 
p. 106. 1.1. r. Woras; p. 113. 1.23. r. Reference, for 
Relation; p. 116. I. I. r. Pronoum I; p. 119. 1.4. r. 
be raiſe * ; | | | 


* 1 ys \ ** A 4 ar | pry 
28 ee . ä . 
. * - — Px 0 J 7 W 

Pi A 


309 301 


* 
— — — — 


—— — 


* 8 — — 


— 


— —— N PVP „ 


3 — P _— 


